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IN THE TWELFTH YEAR OF THE REIGN OF VICTORIA. 



Parker o. Clarke and Batcombe. 1849. 

A RULE had been obtained, calling on the plaintiff and In an action 
the sheriff of Middlesex to shew cause vrhy the sheriff agaimt two 
should not deliver up the writ of trial in this cause to the ^^/uc^fJi 
defendant Batcombe. and why the sheriff or the plaintiff defendant ii 

, . entitled to 

should not pay the costs of the application. have the writ 

The following fiurts appeared upon the affidavits, llie Hvered up'to 

action was in debt on an attorney's bill The defendant J'"» 'f ^^^ 

^ to make the 

Batcombe joined issue in the action, but his co-defendant prop^ ^ntiy 
Clarke suffered judgment by default A writ of trial althoof h the 
issued to the sheriff of Middlesex to summon a jury. At ^^^j^ J^^ ' 
the trial the jury found a verdict for the defendant Bat- fer^jwdgment 
combe ; but proceeded, notwithstanding Batcombe's counsel and damages 

have been 
improperiy 
assesaed agdnst him, under the tame writ of trial. 

VOL. VIL B D. & L. 



2 CASES ON POINTS OF PRACTICE, Q. B. 

1849. objected, to assess damages as against the defendant 
Parker Clarke, Batcombe's attorney afterwards applied to the 
^ »• sheriff for the writ of trial, in order that he might enter 

Clarke . , , , ./v» i • • j 

and Another, upon it the proper return ; but the shenn, havmg received 
a notice from the plaintiff to that effect, refused to give 
up the writ A similar application to the present was 
made to Wightmariy J., at Chambers, who declined to 
interfere, and the present rule was then obtained. The 
plaintiff, it appeared, had offered to consent to a new trial 

Bomlly on behalf of the plaintiff, shewed cause (a). It 
may be admitted that the undersheriff was wrong in the 
course that he pursued; but that gives the defendant no 
right to have the writ delivered up to him. The under- 
sheriff, in directing the jury to assess damages against the 
defendant Clarke, was guilty of a misdirection only ; and 
the proper remedy in such a case is to move for a new 
trial, to which the plaintiff has already offered to consent 

BvrcheUy on behalf of the sheriff, shewed cause. The 
sheriff would not be justified in giving up the writ to the 
defendant By the 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 42, s. 17, he is " to return 
such writ with the finding of the jury thereon indorsed, at 
a day certain, in Term or in Vacation, to be named in such 
writ;" — that means that he is to return it to the Court 
The sheriff has no interest in the matter ; and would at 
once have given up the writ to the defendant, had not 
the plaintiff given him notice not to do so. He only 
appears now because the defendant has moved the rule 
with costs. 

Prenticey in support of the rule. Tliis being an action of 
contract, the plea of the defendant Batcombe enured to the 
benefit of the other defendant, Clarke ; and therefore the 
plaintiff is not entitled to recover anything under the writ 

(a) In last Easter Term. 



TRINITI^ TJUIM, 12 VICT. 3 

The defendant BRtcombe, howcyer, is entitled to his costs 1849. 
on the verdict in his favour. The writ ought, therefore, to p^^^j^^ 
be delivered up to him, in order that he may make the <^* 

necessary mdorseroent and get his costs taxed. The present and ADother. 
is the only form of application that he could make ; as, 
having succeeded at the trial, he could not ask for a new 
trial, nor could he bring a writ of error on this ground. 

Cur. adv. vult 

CoLBRiDGB, J., now delivered judgment. — ^In this case, 
in an action of contract against two defendants, one suf- 
fered judgment by default, and upon a trial before the 
flherifl^ a verdict passed for the other. The sheriff, how- 
ever, thought hknsclf bound to direct the jury to assess 
damages against the defendant suffering judgment by 
de&ult, although the counsel for the successful defendant 
objected This is an application, calling upon the sheriff 
to deliver up the writ of trial to the successful defendant, 
that he may enter upon it the proper return. It is admitted 
that the sheriff was wrong in the course he took ; but the 
plaintiff's counsel contends that this rule is also wrong, and 
cannot be made absolute as prayed, and that the only 
remedy for the defendant is a new trial. This would be 
very unjust ; it must be taken now that the plaintiff never 
had a right, or by delay has lost it, to a new trial ; why, 
therefore, is he to obtain one indirectly by the misprision 
merely of the officer of the Court ? 

The plaintiff relies on the words of the 3 & 4 Wm. 4, 
c 42, s. 17, which directs the sheriff '* to return such writ, 
with the finding of the jury thereon indorsed;" and he 
infers fiom it that the sheriff cannot part with the writ, 
but must himself return it to the Court. It does not appear 
to me necessary to construe these words so literally, but 
that the same practice is allowable under them as is pursued 
on trials'at the sittings or at the assizes. In such cases, to 
make the return of the nisi prius records with an account 

B 2 
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1849. of the proceedings there, is in strictness the duty of the 
Pabker officer of the Court where the trial is had ; but, in practice, 

^ "• the record is always delivered at the proper time to the 

Clabke •' . . 

and Another, successful party, and he indorses on it the postea, subject 
to revision by the officer or the Judge, if he departs from 
the minutes of the one or the notes of the other. So here, 
I think, the successful party is entitled to the care of the 
writ, and to put on it the statement analogous to the 
postea, subject to revision if he enters on it what is untrue. 
Nor does the entry of what the sheriff really did in this 
case create any difficulty ; for as soon as the jury had found 
their verdict, they had no more authority to go on to assess 
damages against the other defendant, than they could have 
had to assess damages against him for whom they had 
found their verdict. What they had no authority to do, 
although directed, the sheriff had no authority to direct 
them to do. His act, therefore, was merely null and void. 
The rule^ therefore, must be absolute. 

Rule absolute {ay 
(a) Without costs. 



Hodgson v. Mat. 

On a rale to IN this case the plaintiff had obtained a rule nisi to 

set uide an 

appearmnce compute the principal and interest due on a bill of ex- 
sequent pro- change, to recover which the present action was brought; 
ce^ings in im ^nd the defendant had obtained a rule nisi to set aside the 

action on a bill 

of exchange, appearance entered in the action, and all subsequent pro- 

that the de- ceedings, on the ground that there had been no service of 

nwr^been^ the writ of summons. Both rules coming on at the same 



served with 
the ?nrit of 
summons* the 



time. 



aflfidavits in support of the rale were entitled, between W. F. H., plaintiff, and *' Beiyamin 
William May, sued as B. W. Mar, defendant.'* The plaintiff's affidaviu in answer were entitled, 
between W. F. H., plaintiff, and *< B. W. May, delendant" Held, that the affidavits on both 
sides were properly entitled. 



TRINITY TERM, 12 VICT. 

Dawdestcell, on behalf of the plainti£P, was about to shew 1849. 
cause (a) against the defendant's rule, upon affidavits, when hodgson 



Hawkins, in support of the rule, objected to the title of 
the affidavits proposed to be used. The title of the rule 
and the affidavits in support of it was, '' Between William 
Frederic Hodgson, plaintiff, and Benjamin William May, 
sued as R W. May, defendant" The title of the plain- 
tiff's affidavits in answer was, '^ Between William Frederic 
Hodgson, plaintiff, and B. W. May, defendant" 

DowdesweU then objected to the title of the defendant's 
affidavits, and contended that the plaintiff's affidavits were 
properly entided, the defendant having been described in 
the writ of summons and all subsequent proceedings in the 
action, by the name of " B. W. May" only. 

Hawkifu, contra. 

The following cases were referred to : Shrimpton v. Car^ 
ter (b) ; Bortkwick v. Ravenscroft (c) ; Symes v. Prosser (d) ; 
^offff V, Simmonds (e); Jones v. Elridge{f)\ Dunn v. 
Hodson (^) ; In re Grantham (Ji) ; Lomax v. Kilpin (t) ; 
Belcher v. Goodered (A). 

Subject to these objections, the rules were then discussed 
on the merits. 

Cur. adv. vulL 

The following judgment was now delivered by 
Coleridge, J. — ^In this case, a rule to compute principal 
and interest on a bill of exchange was met by a cross rule 

(a) In Easter Term. 4 M. & 6. 266 ; 4 Scott N. R. 

(6) 3 Dowl. 648. 751. 

(c) 5 M. & W. 31 ; S. C. 7 {g) Ante, vol. 1, p. 204. 

DowL 393. (&) Ante, vol. 4, p. 427. 

(4 Ante, vol. 3, p. 491 ; S. C. (t ) 16 M. & W. 94 ; S. C. ante, 

15 M. & W. 151. vol. A, p. 295. 

(A Ante, vol. 4, p. 582. (ib) 4 C. B. 472 $ S. C. ante, 

(/) 1 Dowl. 710, N. S. ; S. C. vol. 4, p. 814. 



9. 

May. 




6 CASES ON P0INT8 OF PRACTICE, Q. B. 

1849. to set aside the appearance, and all subsequent proceedings, 
for irregularity, on the ground that the defendant had 
never been served with the writ of summons. On shewing 
cause against the cross rule, it was objected, that the 
affidavits on which it was founded were wrongly entitled, 
which again was met by the objection, that the affidavits 
intended to be used in shewing cause were defective in the 
same respect If the first objection succeeds, there vrill be 
nothing on which to raise the second ; and upon the merits, 
if the affidavits can be read, I think the first rule will be 
absolute, and the second dischai^d with costs. 

The affidavits on the part of the plaintiff are entitled : 
**In the Queen's Bench. Between William Frederick 
Hodgson, plaintifii and B. W. May, defendant" Those on 
the part of the defendant are entitled : ** In the Queen's 
Bench. Between William Frederick Hodgson, plaintiff, 
and Benjamin William May, sued as B. W, May, defend- 
ant." On the argument many cases were referred to, but 
none of them seem to me precisely in point Upon prin- 
ciple I think the defendant has rightly entitled his affidavits. 
According to his contention, there is a cause, in which the 
defendant appears on the face of the writ to be " B. W. May," 
but is really '^ Benjamin William May." K there be any thing 
wilfully untrue in his affidavit, there would be no difficulty 
in framing an indictment on it, with proper averments, the 
correctness of which would be for the jury to decide. In Reff. 
V. Sheriff of Surrey {a), and Symesy. Prosser(h\ it wasdecidcd, 
that where a defendant has been described in the writ by 
an initial, an affidavit on his part entitled with a Christian 
name at full length, and no more^ is incorrectly entitled ; 
and this is reasonable, for there is nothing to connect the 
affidavit with the writ but the very uncertain presumption 
that the initial in the latter can only be filled out with the 
name given at length in the former. This, however, decides 
nothing against the present title, which does on its face 
connect itself with the previous proceeding. 

(fl) 8 Dowl. 510. 

(6) Ante, vol. 3, p. 491 ; S. C. 15 M. & W. 151. 



Rules accordingly. 



9. 

May. 



TBINITT TERM, 12 VICT. 

It does not, however, necessarily follow that the plaintiff's 1849. 
affidavits are wrongly entitled ; the two cases just referred hodoson 
to by no means prove it. It is rather to be inferred from 
them, though not expressly decided, that if the affidavits 
in them had been entitled with the same initial which was 
in the writ, they would have been considered correct ; and 
the same inference is to be drawn from ShrimpUm v. 
Carter (a). But, on principle, the title seems to me to be 
right Whether it is so, or not, must be determined with- 
out reference to the contents of the affidavit itself, or even 
to the contents of the affidavit on the other side. The 
plaintiff has sued a defendant by the name of ** B. W. May f 
evidence of his true appellation does not appear; and he 
is proceeding to judgment against that defendant by that 
name. An individual, calling himself ** Benjamin William 
MsLj/' seeks to arrest his course, alleging that he is the 
defendant whom the plaintiff has been suing by the name 
of •* R W. May." The plaintiff cannot be bound to accept 
that assertion for true, and it may be of great consequence 
to him not to admit it; for example, he may have duly 
served with process, in this very case, a person passing by 
the name of '' B. W. May," and may not have served the 
person interposing, who is called ^^ Benjamin William May." 
I can see no difficulty raised by this title in the way of 
filming an indictment for peijury on the affidavit, if it 
contained anything untrue. How could the plaintiff deny 
that there was a judicial proceeding between himself and a 
person described as he describes him ? 

I sustain, therefore, neither objection : and it is much 
to be regretted that so much ingenuity and industry, as 
objections of this kind frequently display, should be so 
miserably misemployed. The plaintiff's rule will be abso- 
lute, and the defendant's dischaiged, with costs. 



(a) 3 Dowl. 648. 
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1849. 



Ryan v. Clarke. 



To a pica of 
liberum teoe- 
mentum to an 
action of tres- 
pass quare 
domum freffit, 
the plaintiff 
replied an 
outstanding 
term granted 
by the defend- 
ant to D. R., 
and entry 
by D. R. ; 
but did not 
derive title 
frora D. R. 
HeUi, on spe- 
cial demurrer, 
that the repli- 
cation was 
good, and was 
no departure ; 
for it did not 
aver an actual 

riession in 
R. at the 
time of the 
trespass com' 
plained of ; 
and the aver- 
ment of an 
entry by D. R., 
which was 
immaterial, 
did not neces- 
sarily involve 
the allegation 
of the posses- 
sion continuing 
in him up to 
the time of the 
trespasses com- 
plained of; 
and the Court 
would not put 
such a con- 
struction upon 
it, where it 
would render 
it contradictory 
to the previous 
pleading. 



(In the full Court) 

JLlECLARATION. Trespass for breaking and entering 
the dwelling-house, &c., of the plaintiff. 

Plea. That the dwelling-house, &c., in which, &c., now 
is, and at the said several times when, &c., was the dwelling- 
house, soil, and freehold of the defendant ; wherefore, &c. 

Replication. That whilst the said dwelling-house in 
which, &c., was the dwelling-house, soil, and freehold of 
the defendant, and before any of the said times when, &c., 
to wit, on, &c., the defendant demised the said dwelling- 
house in which, &c., to one Dennis Ryan, to hold the same 
to the said D. R. and his assigns for a certain term, to wit, 
&c. And the said D. R. afterwards, and before any of the 
said times when, &c., to wit, on, &c., entered into the said 
dwelling-house in which, &c., and became and was thereof 
possessed for the said term so to him thereof granted, and 
the said term continued and subsisted until the defendant 
afterwards and during the continuance of the said term, to 
wit, at the said several times when, &c., of his own wrong, 
broke and entered the said dwelling-house in which, &c., 
and committed therein the several trespasses in the decla- 
ration, modo et formft. Verification. 

Special demurrer and joinder. 

Hayes, in support of the demurrer (a), 

Metcalfe, contra. 

The following authorities were referred to in the course 
of the argument; Year Book, 5 Hen. 7, 10 a; Co. Litt. 

(a) In last Easter Term. 



TRINITY TERM> 12 VICT. 9 

WO *, 253 b; Lambert y. Stroather (a); Cam. Dig. tit 1849. 
« Pleader,'' (3 M. 34) ; Chambers v. Donaldson (b) ; Fenner ^""r5^[7^ 
▼• Fisher (c) ; 1 fFms. Sound. 299 A, 300 a, m notis, 6th ed. ; ^la^^'ki 
Doe V. Wright (d) ; Holmes v. Newlands (e) ; Barker v. 
Barker (f) ; Harvey v. Brydges (g) ; Whittington v. Sor- 
aff (A) ; 7%(mi/»{m v. Hardinge {%) ; Wharton v. Naylor (A). 

(7tir. 6rcfe. vttfr. 

The judgment of the Court (Q was now delivered by 
Pattbson, J. — The question is, whether a replication of 
an outstanding term in a stranger, the plaintiff not tracing 
title through him, is an answer to a plea of soil and fi^ehold 
in the defendant to a declaration in trespass quare clausum 
fregit; and our answer is in the affirmative. The declaration 
alleges that the defendant trespassed on the plaintiff's house. 
It is clear that the allegation of possession herein implied is 
maintained not only by a possession rightful against all the 
world, but also by bare possession not standing on inde- 
feasible title, unless the defendant has a right to the pos- 
session. It is probably conceded that a plea of soil and 
freehold, though held valid on account of long usage, is 
bad in reasoning, because the defendant may be a tres- 
passer, although he be the freeholder. The history of the 
anomaly is given in Lambert v. Stroather, and the con- 
struction which must be put on the plea to make it a 
consistent defence, is correctly given in Doe v. Wright, viz., 
it admits such a possession as would maintain the action 

(a) Willes, 218. ante^ vol. 3« p. 55. In error, 

(b) 11 Eaat, 65. 1 Excb. 261. 

(c) Popb. 1 ; S. C. Cro. Eliz. {h) 5 Q. B. 139; S. C. 1 D. 
288. & M. 139. 

{d) 10 A. & E. 763; S. C. (t) 1 C. B. 940. 

2 P. & D. 472. {k) Q. B.,TriD. Vac. 1848, cited 
(6)11 A. & £. 44; S. C. from 17 Law Joum., Q B. 278. 

3 P. & D. 128. (0 Patteson, J., Coleridgt, J., 
(/) 3 C. & P. 557. and Erie, J. Lord Denman, C. J., 
(^) 14 M. & W. 437 ; S. C. was absent through illness. 
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1849. against a wrong doer, but asserts a freehold in the 
defendant, with a right to the immediate possession. This 
view of the plea as to its anomalous nature, and the proper 
construction of it, is confirmed in Roberts v. Tayler {a)\ 
and the Court there, wisely as we think, prevented the 
extension of the anomaly to any form of trespass beyond 
that in which the usage had prevailed. 

This being the eflFect of the plea, the present replication 
confesses the freehold, and avoids the presumptive right to 
the possession, which, by the above construction, is involved 
therein, by alleging an outstanding term in a stranger. 
The plea, admitting that the plaintiff had a sufficient 
possession against all but the person having right to the 
possession, alleged the right in the defendant, as an 
inference from the freehold being in him. The replication 
negatives that right, and shews him to be a wrong doer, 
against whom the admitted actual possession of the plaintiff 
is sufficient for the maintenance of the action. The repli- 
cation does not in terms allege actual possession in the 
stranger, but it merely states the grant of a term, and the 
entry of the termor in the usual mode of pleading a sub- 
sisting term. Even according to the strict technical rules 
of pleading, this replication is sufficient It is clearly laid 
down in Holmes v. Newlands (&), citing various cases, and 
especially Fenner v. Fisher (c), that where express colour is 
given in a plea, it is sufficient in the replication to deny 
the title of the defendant, without tracing the title of the 
plaintiff; and there is no sound distinction in this respect 
between express colour and implied colour, which is cer- 
tainly given by the plea of liberum tenementum. Further, 
it may be observed, that if the replication in this case had 
gone on to aver, that after Dennis Ryan became so pos- 
sessed, and during the continuance of the said term, the 
plaintiff entered into the said dwelling-house in which, &c., 

(a) 1 C. B. 117. 3 P. &D. 128. 

(6) 11 A. & E. 44 i S. C. (c) Cro. Eliz. 288; S. C. Poph. 1. 
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and became and was possessed thereof, until the defendant 1849. 
afterwards and during the continuance of the said term, at 
the several times when, &c., of his own wrong, broke and 
entered, &c., this would have been good, without shewing 
any derivative title from Dennis Rjan to the plainti£P, 
because it would have asserted again the actual possession 
of the plaintiff; and the other part of the replication would 
have shewn that the defendant had not the right of posses- 
sion, and was, therefore, a wrong doer. But it surely cannot 
be necessary in the replication to re-assert such possession 
in the plaintiff which had been already asserted by the 
declaration, and confessed by the defendant's plea. If, 
indeed, the replication as framed must be taken to aver 
impliedly that Dennis Ryan was in possession at the time 
of the alleged trespass by the defendant, then it would be 
bad, because it would be inconsistent with, and would 
contradict the assertion in the declaration that, the plaintiff 
was at those times in possession. 

Now, the averment in the replication of the entry of 
Dennis Ryan was itself unnecessary, because it is distincdy 
laid down in Williams v. Basanquet (a), that entry is not 
necessary to the vesting of a term of years in the lessee ; 
the interest and legal right of possession, where the term 
is to commence immediately and not in futuro, vests in the 
lessee before entry, and, of course, the right of possession 
in the lessor is gone, though for the purpose of maintaining 
an action of trespass the lessee must enter, since that action 
is founded on actual possession. The averment, therefore, 
of the entry of Dennis Ryan contained in the replication 
being immaterial, cannot &irly be said to involve a con- 
tinuing possession in him up to the time of the trespasses 
complained of. But supposing the averment to be material, 
we believe that no authority can be found for the propo- 
sition that it involves an averment of the possession con- 
tinuing in Dennis Ryan; and as such latter averment 

(a) 1 B. & B. 238 ; S. C. 3 Moore, 500. 
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1849. would be contradictory not only to the declaration of the 
^^^^ plaintiff, but to the plea of the defendant, we do not think 
^' that we are called upon to put such a construction upon 

the replication for the first time, when a different construc- 
tion will support the previous pleadings, and be consistent 
with the literal meaning of the language used in the repli- 
cation. For these reasons we are of opinion that judgment 
must be given for the plaintiff. 

Judgment for the Plaintiff. 



Day V, Paupierre. 



{In the full Court) 

The 1&2 Vict A RULE had been obtained in last Easter Term, calling 

biMting arrest upon the plaintiff to shew cause why an order of a Judge 

^^I^^J^^^ at Chambers for the defendant to put in good bail to the 

"^•^"^ P"^ action within four days, or for a procedendo to issue, should 

way of foreign not be rescinded ; or why the defendant should not have a 

inniiig out of month's further time to put in special bail (a). 

£e L^ "^ Th® following facts appeared upon the affidavits. The 

liayorofthe defendant being indebted to the plaintiff in a sum of 

dty of IMttQOUm 

Therefore, 150L 14^. 3e2., the latter sued out of the Court of the Lord 

in which?***^ Mayor of the city of London, according to the custom of 

J^^***^^' the city, a foreign attachment against certain moneys of 

imied, is re- the defendant, in the hands of one Pike, a shipbroker, 

this Court by carrying on business in the city. By the practice of the 

S^l;*^!^ J^rd Mayor's Court, the defendant could only get rid 

titled to a of the attachment by renderinir himself to the prison of 

procedendo, , ^ . . 

unless the de- the Court, there to abide the event of the action ; or by 

fendant either • x i i •i- • .i • . i 

render himself procunng two housekeepers, residing m the city, to become 

to prison, or 

put in special 

bail to the (a) The rule contained other terms not material to be noticed here. 

action. 
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bail for him to the amount claimed in the action* The 
defendant sued out a writ of certiorari to remove the action 
into this Court, and the return beincr made in the usual *• 

form^ put in common bail to the action, and gave notice of 
his having so done to the plaintiff's attorney. The plain- 
tiff's attorney then applied for and obtained a Judge's 
order to put in good bail, or for a procedendo to issue. 
This order it was now sought to set aside. The return to 
the certiorari did not state that Pike resided within the 
city. The defendant, it appeared, had commenced an 
action in this Court against Pike to recover from him the 
amount which had been attached in hb hands. 

Warren now shewed cause. 

Montagu Chambers and HatokinSf in support of the 
rule (a). 

The following authorities were referred to : 1 & 2 Vict 
c 110; Bohuns Priv. Land. p. 253; PuUinj^s Laws and 
Customs of London^ p. 188 ; Com. Dig. tit. ** London^ 
(N 1); Bac. Abr. tit ^ Certiorari^ (A); 1 Tidd's PracL 
408, 9th ed. ; 2 Chit. Archh. 948, 7th ed. ; Andrews v. 
Clerke {b) ; Castle v. Wilier (c) ; Crosse v. Smith {d) ; Keat 
V. Goldstein (e) ; Hortan v. Beckman {/) ; Buhner v. Mar^ 
shall (g); Tamm v. Williams (h); Harrison v. Dicken- 
son (t) ; Bateman v. Dunn (k) ; Crosby v. Hetherington (l) ; 
Scamett v. Bice (m) ; Tassie v. Kennedy (n). 

(a) Prentice appeared to shew (/) 6 T. R. 760. 

cause on the part of Pike, the (^) 5 B. & A. 821. 

gamiBbee, but not being a party {h) 2 Chit. 438 ; S. C. 3 Doug, 

to the rule, the Court declined to 281. 

hear him. (t ) 4 M. & W. 355 ; SL C. 7 

(6) Carth. 25 ; 8. C. Comb. Dowl. 6. 

109 ; 1 Show. 9. (k) 7 Dowl. 105. 

(c) 1 Lev. 268. (0 6 Scott N. R. 637 ; S. C. 

(d) 12 Mod. 643 ; S. C. 1 Salk. 4 M. & 6. 933. 
148 ; 2 Ld. Raym. 836. Cm) 1 DowL 333, N. S. 

(e) 7 B. & C. 626 ; S. C. 1 M. (») Ante, vol. 6, p. 587. 
& R. 306. 
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1849. The arguments sufficiently appear from the judgment of 

j)^Y the Court 

^ »• Cur. adv. vult 

Paufierre, 

Lord Denman, C. J., delivered the judgment of the 
Court (a). — In this case, process of foreign attachment had 
issued in the Court of the Lord Mayor of Lcmdon. The 
cause was removed by certiorari^ and the common order for 
better bail or a procedendo was made by Coleridge^ J. A 
rule nisi was obtained to rescind that order^ and on its 
coming on to be heard, it was argued, in support of the 
rule, that the statute 1 & 2 Vict c. 110, abolishing arrest 
on mesne process, had in effect abolished the custom of 
London as to foreign attachment, because such attachment 
can only be dissolved by the defendant in the cause putting 
in bail or rendering; therefore, that such attachment is 
equivalent to an arrest, which is prohibited by 1 & 2 Vict 
c. 110. 

The answer is, that it is not equivalent to an arrest, 
though it may happen that the defendant may be in 
custody under it This was expressly decided in the case 
of Wood V. Thompson (b), on the authority of Bromley v. 
Peck {c)f stated in the note there ; in both which cases 
the defendants were arrested on mesne process out of the 
Courts at Westminster, after the dissolution of an attach- 
ment in the Lord Mayor's Court, — in the one case by 
putting in bail, in the other by render. The statute 1 & 2 
Vict c 1 10 does, indeed, abolish arrest on mesne process ; 
but it relates only to arrest of the defendant by the act of 
the plaintiff in suing out a writ for that express purpose. 
The statute has no effect, whatever, as to the voluntary act 
of the defendant in the Lord Mayor^s Court, either of 
putting in bail or rendering himself, in order to get rid of 
the customary attachment against his property. The cases 



(a) Lord Densnan, C. J., Paite- (b) 5 TRunt. 851. 
toil, J., Coleridge, J., Rod Erie, J. (c) 5 TRunt 852, n. 
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cited as to the operation of the statute, in cases of bail or 1849. 
arrest, previous to the passing of the statute, have no sort 
of bearing upon this case. It was stated by counsel, that 
since the statute the appearance of a defendant in the 
Lord Mayor^s Court is not by putting in bail ; and that is 
true, when the suit is directly against the defendant in 
that Court, without any process of foreign attachment A 
defendant can no more be arrested there, by direct process, 
than in any other Court. But it is not pretended, that 
nnce the statute such attachment can be dissolved by 
entering a common appearance. It is clear that the custom 
remains, and it is whoHy untouched by the statute in 
question. 

An objection was made that the return to the certiorari 
is bad, because it does not state that the garnishee resided 
in the city of London. A plea stating the custom, and 
omitting that the garnishee must reside in the city, would, 
no doubt, be bad ; and so it was held in Crosby v. Hether- 
ingtan (a). But, upon this motion, we have no question 
before us as to the custom ; the return is in the usual form, 
and the custom must be taken to have been pursued. The 
rule must be discharged, with costs. 

Rule discharged accordingly, 
(a) 5 Scott N. R. 637 ; S. C. 4 M. & G. 933. 



Metcalfb v. Booth. 

J. HIS was a rule, calling upon the defendant to shew where letre 
cause why the judgment signed herein, and all subsequent ^S^y^J^^ 
proceedings, should not be set aside, with costs. pleading » 

demurred to^ 
to amend ** on 

the usual terms,** the opposite party is entitled to withdraw his demurrer and plead afresh, at the 

expense of the party amending. 
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1849. The following facts appeared upon the affidavits. The 

Metcalfe ^^^^^ ^^ i^ covenant, by a tenant in tail in remainder, 

,^ ^' aeainst the lessee of a tenant in tail vvrho had died 

Booth. ^ 

veithout issue, for breach of a covenant to repair. The 
declaration veas much in the same form as that in Thursby 
y. PUxtU (a), mutatis mutandis, and assigned breaches in 
the nature of vvraste. The defendant demurred generally 
to it ; and after the argument of the demurrer, in v^hich 
the question discussed vvras whether the lease was void or 
voidable only as against a remainder-man, the Court 
threw out an intimation that possibly the plaintiff was 
not in a position to avail himself of sect. 15 of 3 & 4 
Wm. 4, c. 74, on which he relied, for want of an aver- 
ment in his declaration, to except it from the operation 
of the 41st section; and leave was then given him to 
amend ^^ on the usual terms." The plaintiff accordingly 
drew up and served the rule to amend; and the parties 
afterwards attended before the Master to tax the de- 
fendant's costs. The plaintiff objected to the defendant 
being allowed the costs of pleading over, or to any more 
costs being allowed than 13^. 4dl, the costs of the amend- 
ment of the declaration ; and he relied on a note of what 
had been said by the Court, when the leave to amend 
was granted. The Master, thereupon, directed the tax- 
ation to stand over. The plaintiff then delivered the 
declaration as amended, and the demurrer, with 13^. Ad. 
costs. The defendant sent back the amended declaration, 
with a notice in writing that it had been delivered irreg- 
ularly, and that unless the plaintiff would pay the proper 
costs, he would sign judgment He also gave notice that 
he would abandon his demurrer, and plead to the amended 
declaration. The plaintiff, however, not taking any further 
step, the defendant signed judgment against him; which 
judgment it was now sought to set aside. 

(a) 1 Saund. 330. 
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Manisty shewed cause. The judgment is regularly 1849. 
signed. Where the Court allow an amendment after metcalfe 
demurrer^ " on payment of costs," — and those are the _ "• 

' / , Booth. 

** usual terms," — the opposite party is entitled to all the 
costs to which he is put by the amendment. Thus, if the 
amendment render it no longer safe for him to rely on his 
demurrer, he is entitled to the costs occasioned by with- 
drawing his demurrer and pleading over; if, on the other 
hand, he thinks it advisable still to rely on his demurrer, he 
is entitled to the costs of amending the declaration only. 
Here the defendant gave notice that he would withdraw 
his demurrer and plead to the amended declaration ; the 
plaintiff, however, refused to pay the costs of his so doing, 
and the defendant was, therefore, entitled to sign judgment. 
It is not intended to dispute that the Court may, if it think 
proper, give leave to amend, upon payment of a nominal 
amount only of costs ; Tomlinson v. Bollard (a). But, it is 
submitted, that the Court will not now interfere after 
judgment has been regularly signed, except upon payment 
of all the costs incurred, including those of the present 
application. 

Sir John Bayley, in support of the rule. The Court, in 
giving the plaintiff leave to amend "on the usual terms," 
only meant to put the parties in such a position that the 
question intended to be discussed might be fairly raised. 
If they had intended that the defendant should have leave 
to withdraw his demurrer, they would, no doubt, have said 
sa They never intended to part with the record. At any 
rate, the defendant should have offered to withdraw the 
demurrer when the parties were before the Master on the 
taxation. 

Cur. adv, vuU. 

The following judgment was afterwards delivered by 

(a) 4 Q. B. 642. 
vou VII. c J). & L. 
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V. 

Booth. 



1849. CoLERrooE, J. — ^This was a rule to set aside a judgment, 

Metcalfe ^^^ ^'^ subsequent proceedings. The judgment had been 
signed after notice ; and the parties were at issue as to the 
terms, in respect of costs, on which the plaintiff was to be 
allowed to amend his declaration, (which had been demurred 
to), after aigument of the demurrer. 

It was an action by the remainder-man against the lessee 
of the preceding tenant in tail. In the declaration, breaches 
were assigned in the nature of waste, without adverting to the 
effect of the 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 74. The case was argued on 
the one side, on the ground, that as against the remainder- 
man the lease was void, though, as against the issue in tail, 
it might have been only voidable, and, if so, that it had been 
set up. On the plaintiff's side, the 15th section of the act 
was relied on, as making the lease absolutely good. After the 
argument, it was suggested for the defendant, that by the 
41st section the operation of the 15 th section was restrained 
to conveyances inrolled within six months. The declara- 
tion had been drawn without stating the reddendum, so 
that it did not appear that the lease was at rack-rent, and, 
therefore, not within the restraint of the 41st section; and 
the plaintiff had leave to amend *^ on the usual terms," in 
order, if he could, to introduce that averment The excep- 
tion in the 41st section is for leases of certain duration, 
" where a rent shall be thereby reserved, which, at the time 
of granting such lease, shall be a rack-rent, or not less than 
five-sixth parts of a rack-rent** The plaintiff has now 
re-delivered his declaration, with an averment introduced, 
by which he contends he has brought the lease within the 
exception, and he has assumed that the defendant will still 
demur, and tendered 13^. 4cL costs. 

It seems to me that a leave to amend ** on the usual 
terms," must imply a permission to the party to withdraw his 
demurrer and go to issue, if the amendment made should 
be such as to render that advisable for him. It never can be 
understood that the plaintiff shall be at liberty to introduce 
allegations, which make his declaration good, and are 




r. 

Boom. 
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traversable; but that the defendant shall be bound to 1849. 
demur, and may not traverse them. And as this cannot metcalfb 
be ^laintained, the consequences as to costs must be, that 
they must depend on the course which the defendant elects 
to adopt ; for if he be advised to withdraw his demurrer and 
plead, the expense of his so doing ought to be borne by the 
plaintiff, who, by his defective declaration in the first 
instance, laid himself open to the demurrer, and, by his 
amendment, makes it proper for the defendant to plead. 
The principle on which this proceeds is very well laid 
down by Lord Mansfield^ in Bex v. PkiUpps (a). 

Here the defendant has made out his bill of costs, on the 
principle that he will abandon his demurrer and plead, and 
has given the plaintiff notice that he means to do so ; nor 
does the plaintiff dispute that he really intends to pursue 
that course. I cannot see any principle on which the 
defendant can be Umited to the mere costs of amending the 
declaration. 

The judgment may be set aside ; — but it must be on the 
terms of going before the Master to tax the defendant's 
costs on the above principle, and the plaintiff must pay the 
costs of this rule. 

Rule absolute accordingly. 

(a) 2 Burr. 767. 
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Baker v. Cotterill. 

Declaration in A RULE had been obtained in last Easter Term, calling 

assumpsit upon the defendant to shew cause why he should not pay 

severaJlounte, ^^^ Several sums of 44i 19^. 7^^., and 63/. 65. 4d., pursuant 

to which the to an award made in the above cause between the parties. 

defendaot had , , ^^ 

pleaded gene- The following facts appeared upon the affidavits. The 
Bumpsit and" action was in indebitatus assumpsit, and the declaration con- 
tained several counts, to which the defendant had pleaded 
the general issue and payment After issue joined and before 
the cause was entered for trial, an order of reference was made 
by consent, by a Judge at Chambers, on the 12th of March 
1849. It ordered " that all matters in difference in this cause 
be referred to the award of," &c., " and that the arbitrator 



payment. 
Aner issue 
joined, " all 
matters in 
difference in 
this cause** 
were, by a 
Judge's order, 
referred by 
consent; the 

cause** to abide ^^bII be attended by Mr. William Thomas, as his attorney, 
The^o^er" ^^ ^^® hearing, and"* {a) "shall draw the award." The costs 
IMTovided " that of the cause were " to abide the event of the award," and the 

the arbitrator 

shall be at- costs of the reference and award to be in the discretion of 



W. T., "as ^^® arbitrator. The arbitrator, on the 16th of April follow- 
•t^the hwrinir ^"8> ^ade his award. It recited the order of reference, 
and that the arbitrator had inquired into the matters 
referred, and had employed Thomas, as his attorney, to 
draw the award, and proceeded thus: — " I do hereby award, 
order, arbitrate, and determine, that there is due from the 
defendant William Cotterill, to the plaintiff, Joseph Baker, 
the sum of 44/. 19^. 7^d.y in respect of all the matters in 
difference so referred to me in and by the said recited order 

(a) Sic. 

** to the plain- 
tiff** the sum of 44/. 19«. 7^<f. **in respect of all the matters in difference so referred to me in 
and by the'* " order of reference,** &c. 

.On shewing cause against a rule for the payment of the sums awarded, (under the 1 & 2 Vict, 
c. 110, s. 18); Held, that the award was good, although there was no specific finding on each 
particular issue ; as it was clearly to be inferred from the award that the arbitrator had found 
all the issues in favour of the plamtiff. 

Held also, that the employment of W. T. to draw the award was not a delegation of authority. 

Held also, that it was not necessary in order to obtain a rule for the payment of the sum 
awarded (under the I & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 18), that the award should contain an order to pay 
the money. 



and" (sic) 
*' shall draw 
the award.*' 
The award 
recited the 
order and the 
employment 
of W. T. to 
draw the 
award, and 
awarded, 
** that there 
is due from 
the defendant** 
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of reference as aforesaid. And I do hereby further award," 1 849. 
&c., " that the costs of the reference and of this my award g^^'^"""^^ 
shall be paid by the defendant, William Cotterill, to the »• 

plaintiff, Joseph Baker." 

It appeared upon the affidavits, that the arbitrator had 
been attended by Mr. Thomas, as his attorney, at the 
meetings, and that the award had been drawn up by that 
gentleman. The costs had been taxed at a sum of 63^ 6s. 
4dL, and this sum, together with the sum of 4421 I9s. 7^, 
had been duly demanded of the defendant, and remained 
unpaid, whereupon the present rule had been obtained; 
against which, 

J. Brown now shewed cause. First, the award is bad for 
not specifically finding on each of the issues. The costs 
of the cause were "to abide the event;" and therefore the 
arbitrator was bound to find on each issue in the cause. 
In finding a sum due from the defendant to the plaintiff, 
the arbitrator may yet have decided the issues of non 
assumpsit and payment against him on some of the counts 
in the declaration. In Baurhe v. Lloyd (a), it was held, 
that where a cause, in which there are several issues, is 
referred, and the costs of the cause are to abide the event, 
the arbitrator must award specifically on each issue ; and 
that a general award, that the plaintiff had good cause of 
action against the defendant, and that the defendant should 
pay to the plaintiff a certain sum, is bad. So in Kilbum v. 
KUbum (i), where the declaration contained several counts, 
to which the defendant had pleaded non assumpsit, payment, 
and set-off; an award that the defendant was indebted to 
the plaintiff in a certain sum, and that final judgment 
should be entered for the plaintiff for that sum, was held 
bad for not specifically finding on the issues raised on 
each of the counts in the declaration, by the plea of non 
assumpsit. [Wigktman^ J. — Here, however, the arbitrator 

(a) 10 M. & W. 550 ; S. C. 2 Dowl. 452, N. S. 
C&) 13 M. & W. 671 ; S. C. ante, vol. 2, p. 633. 
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1849. finds the sum due "in respect of all the matters in diflerence 
Baker ^ referred.*' There were no such words in Kilbum v. 
«'• Kilbum (a). Besides that case differs fiom the present, inas- 

much as there the reference was of "all matters in difference 
between the parties ;" and it might be that the arbitrator 
was of opinion that the plaintiff was entitled to recover in 
respect of matters in difference not included in the action, 
although not entitled to recover in respect of those for 
which the action was brought The Court there say, " the 
award must either dispose specifically of each issue," " or 
it must be clearly inferred from it in which way each of 
these issues has been found."] In the present case, the 
Court cannot see that the sum awarded to be due must 
have been due in respect of two counts only. [Wight" 
many J. — The award says it is due " in respect of all the 
matters in difference so referred," which are the " matters 
in difference in this cause." If an award be sufficient when 
it can be ascertained by clear inference how each issue 
has been disposed of, I think that here it may clearly be 
inferred, that unless the plaintiff was entitled to recover 
in respect of each of the counts in the declaration, there 
could not be a sum due to him, "in respect of all the 
matters in difference," in the cause.] It is submitted that 
the award means all that is due, not in respect of each 
count, but upon the whole of the matters. [fFifffitmany J. — 
Would it be sufficient if he had said, "in respect of all 
matters in difference in the first, second, third, and fourth 
counts mentioned ?"] Perhaps that might have been good. 
[JFiffhtmariy J. — I think that the words which he has used, 
mean the same thing.] There is no case in which the 
language used has been the same as in the present. In 
Stonehewer v. Farrar (i), this Court affirmed the principle 
laid down in Kilbum v. Kilbum; although indeed it was 
not necessary to decide the point. Lord DenmaUy C. J., 
there says, " all arbitrators would do wisely by finding 

(a) 13 M. & W. 671 ; S. C. ante, vol. 2, p. 633. 
(6) 6 Q. B. 730, 740. 
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distinctly on each issue: though I do not say that, where 1849. 
this is not done, the award may not raise so clear an infer- Baker 
ence of a finding on each issue as to exclude the objection of ^ '^' 
uncertainty. But it is better to avoid any such question (a). 
[He also referred to England v. Damson (i).] 

Secondly, the award states on the face of it that it is 
drawn up by Thomas, the attorney of the arbitrator, and 
not by the arbitrator himsel£ That is a delegation of 
authority which vitiates the award. The reference may 
probably have been intended to authorize the award being 
so drawn up, but it is at any rate obscurely worded, and 
the grammatical construction of the words as they stand is, 
that the arbitrator shall draw the award. [Wightmariy J. — 
I do not think that there is anything in the objection. 
''Drawing" the award must merely mean putting the 
finding of the arbitrator into proper form and language]. 

Thirdly, there is no order on the defendant to pay the 
money. It has been decided that where there is no 
order to pay the money, the Court will not enforce the 
payment by means of an attachment ; In Re Seaward v. 
Howey (c); and the remedy now sought under 1 & 2 Vict. 
c 110, s. 18, is merely substituted for an attachment, and 
requires the same formalities. It is clear, that all that the 
Court will do in cases of this kind, is to order what the 
award orders; Jones v. fVilUams {d). 

J. Russell^ in support of the nile. As to the last point, 
in Edgell v. DaUimore (e), where an attachment was re- 
fused on the ground that the award, which found the debt, 
contained no order to pay ; the distinction was drawn 
between an attachment, which was a criminal proceeding, 
and a civil proceeding like the present; and has been con- 

(a) See Hobson v. Stevjart, (c) 7 Dowl. 318. 

ante, vol. 4, p. 589, and note (a) {d) 11 A. & £. 175 ; S. C. 4 P. 

Birks Y. Trippet, 1 Wms. Saund. & D. 217. 

33, 6th ed. (e) 3 Bing. 634 ; S. C. 1 1 Moore, 

(b) 9 Dowl. 1052. 541. 
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1849. stantly acted on since. [He was then stopped by the 
^1]:^ Court] 



p. 

Com BILL. 



WiGHTMAN, J. — I think that there is no weight in any 
of the objections that have been urged, and that this rule 
must therefore be made absolute. 

It has been sought to support the first objection by cases 
which are not exactly in point. The cases of KiJbum v. 
Kilbvm (a), and Stonehewer v. Farrar (b) merely decide, 
that where a cause and all matters in difference are referred, 
and there are several issues, *^ the award must either dispose 
specifically of each issue," " or it most be clearly inferred 
from it in which way each of these issues has been found.*' 
I think that applying that rule to the present case, I must 
take it as clearly to be inferred from this award, that the 
arbitrator has decided all the issues in favour of the plaintiff. 

The declaration contains several counts, to which the 
defendant has pleaded the general issue and payment; and 
the award finds that " there is due from the defendant" to 
the plaintiff, a certain sum. The above mentioned cases 
however, were relied on as shewing, that where there are 
several counts, to which there are pleas of the general 
issue and payment, an award of a sum generally, without 
finding on each count, is bad. If, therefore, the award in 
the present case had stopped here, I should have felt bound 
by those decisions; but it goes on to say, "in respect of all 
the matters in difference so referred to me in and by the 
said recited order of reference as aforesaid," &c. I think, 
therefore, that I must hold by necessary intendment that 
the arbitrator has awarded in respect of all the matters in 
difference in the action, there being none other referred to 
him, and, consequently, in respect of all the issues. The 
award is therefore good, and the rule must be made 
absolute. 

Rule absolute. 

(a) 13 M. & W. 671 ; S. C. ante, vol. 2, p. 033. 
(6) G Q. B. 730. 
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1849. 



Anderson v. Botnton. 



{In the full Court.) 

JL HIS was an action to recover the amount of an Where a 
attorney's bill, to which the defendant had pleaded, is^iSdeby**^ 
amongst other pleas, that no signed bill had been delivered, ^°*®?.V? 
pursuant to 6 & 7 Vict c 73, s. 37. At the trial, which actions against 
took place before the Lord Chief Baron, at the Summer ^t» who have' 
Assizes at York, 1847, the following facts appeared. The JioyS"^^" 
defendant was a shareholder in a joint stock company, called "mm attomoj, 

, . upon their 

*' The Yorkshire Agricultural and Commercial Banking undertaking 

Company." The company having got into pecuniary diffi- ^^ ^^^ ^"^j 

culties, gave a warrant of attorney in the name of Wood, q^***^*"^^ 
their pubUc officer, to Esdaile and others, as trustees of to consolidate 

the London and Westminster Bank for 50,000il Judgment joint retainer 

was signed upon this warrant of attorney, and writs of scire J^^^ of the 

facias were issued upon this judirment against the defendant ^omcy, and 

r J *-© ... . theyareiointlj 

and seven other shareholders. Declarations in scire facias liable to him 
were delivered to these parties, to which they pleaded that of the action 
the judgment was obtained through fraud, and that the '^xnMtJl^^'s 
plaintifis had sued out execution aeainst another member bill of costs is 

* ° , , sufficient 

for the original debt, whom they had taken in execution within the 

and afterwards discharged. Issue having been joined upon y;^^ ^ 73^ 

these pleas, the following order to consolidate the actions ^^^ and* 

was made by a Judge at Chambers. cause in which 

. , — , , rt T^i the business 

^* In the Exchequer of Pleas. is done arc so 



Esdaile and Others v. Lund, 
Same v. Fawcett, 
Same v, Boynton, 
Same v. Ellis, 



Upon hearing the at- r.Welr *" 



tomeys, &c., on both client, with the 

■^ bill alone, to 

sides, and by consent, takoadficeas 
I do onler that, upon UtJ^ughthe 
Same v. Wyrell, \ consent of the defendants Jj'th"''^^"® 

Same v. Postlethwaite, in the seven last men- i« not giren. 

Same v. Leef, tioned causes, to be bound 

Same v. Harworth. and concluded by the 
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1849. verdict and final judgment in the first mentioned cause, all 

^i ^ ' proceedings in the last mentioned causes shall be stayed 
Anderson r o ^ ^ ^ 

V. until after the trial of the first mentioned cause ; and in 

case final judgment shall pass for the plaintiffs in the said 
first mentioned action, they shall be at liberty to tax their 
costs in such last mentioned actions, and to sign judgment 
against the defendants therein. Dated," &c. 

The first mentioned action of Esdaile and Others v. Lund 
was afterwards tried, and a verdict passed for the plaintifis 
on the first, and for the defendant on the second issue. 
Judgment was subsequently entered for the plaintifis on the 
second issue also, non obstante veredicto. 

The present plaintiff, who had been severally employed 
by the defendant Lund, and also by the present defendant 
Boynton, as attorney to defend the actions against them, 
subsequently delivered a bill of costs to the defendant, 
including the costs in the above actions incurred subse- 
quently to the consolidation nile; but the Master, upon 
taxation, disallowed those costs, and only allowed the costs 
of the defendant in the action of Esdaile and Others v, 
Boynton, up to the time of the consolidation. 

The bill of costs was headed *^ Mr. John Boynton to 
R. H. Anderson. In the Exchequer of Pleas." It con- 
tained items in respect of the several writs of scire facias, 
but did not mention the name of any cause. It shewed, 
however, that the writs were issued upon a judgment 
obtained against the York Agricultural Bank, that they 
were consolidated, and that one of them was tried, but 
not which. It did not upon the first mention of the judg- 
ment, state the title of the original cause, ^^ Esdaile and 
Others V. Wood, public ofiicer, fcc.," but it did so in a 
subsequent item of the bill, where a charge was made for 
a copy of the judgment 

The present action was brought to recover the amount 
of the costs so disallowed by the Master. The jury, by 
direction of the learned Judge, found a verdict for the 
defendant, but liberty was given to the plaintiff to move 



V. 
BOYNTON. 
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to enter a verdict for the amount claimed ; and a rule nisi 1849. 
having been obtained accordingly, Andbmoh 

KnowJeSy Blus, and CawKnff, shewed cause (a), and con- 
tended, first, that the defendant was not liable for these 
costs, on which point they referred to Dayk v. Anderson (b) ; 
and secondly, that no sufficient bill within the 6 & 7 Vict 
c 73, s. 37, had been deliyered, as to which they referred 
to Lewis V. Primrose (c), and Ivimey v. Marks (d). 

Martin and Beeel^ in support of the rule, referred to 
Crowder v. Siee {e) ; Martindale ▼. Falkner (f) ; Enghheart 
V. Moore (ff). 

Cur. adv, vult 

Lord Denman, C. J., afterwards (A) delivered the judg- 
ment of the Court (t). — The first question raised by 
reserving leave to enter a verdict for the plaintiff was, 
whether there was evidence to support the contract declared 
on, viz., that the defendant had contracted to pay the 
plaintiff the costs incurred on the trial of the scire facias 
of Esdaile and Others v. Lund. It appeared that separate 
writs of scire facias had issued against seven defendants 
at the suit of Esdaile and Others, and in those suits we 
gather firom the learned Judge's notes, that the present 
plaintiff was retained as attorney for each defendant, — 
at all events as attorney for Lund, and for Boynton, the 
present defendant In the progress of those suits, the 
plaintifis proposed to the defendants to consolidate all 
the actions into one, and to try the case of Esdaile and 
Others v. Lund for the purpose of saving expense ; and to 
this proposal the defendants agreed. Accordingly, a con- 

(a) Iq Easter Vacation, 1848. (/) 2 C. B. 706; S. C. ante, 

{b) 1 A. & E. 635 ; S. C. vol. 3, p. 600. 

4 N. & M. 873, (g) 16 M. & W. 648 ; S. C. 

(c) 6 Q. B. 265. ante, vol. 4, p. 60. 

(d) 16 M. & W. 843 ; S. C. (A) In last Hilary Term. 
ante, vol. 4, p. 709. C«) Lord Denman, C. J., Patte- 

(e) 1 Gampb. 437. son, J., Wightman, J,, and Erie, J. 
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1849. solidation rule was obtained, and a trial had under it, and 
Anderson ^® ^^^^ ^" question were so incurred. It thus becomes a 
^- question of fact, what was the effect of this agreement to 

consolidate ? As between party and party, all the defend- 
ants agreed to incur the liabilities of joint defendants. 
If the verdict were against Lund, the plaintiffs would be 
entitled to sign judgment in each suit As between the 
defendants, the consideration for the agreement is the 
saving of costs, in having one trial instead of seven, and 
all would not have this consideration, unless the costs of 
the defendant selected for trial should be shared by the rest. 
Among themselves, they appear to agree to stand in the 
relation of joint defendants. Then, with reference to their 
attorney, we think it reasonable to infer that they agree to 
take the liabilities of joint defendants, and to be jointly 
responsible to him for his services. There would be no 
doubt but this would be a correct construction, if the seven 
defendants, on being served with seven writs, had jointly 
retained the attorney to consolidate and try one case only ; 
but it is said that a different construction must prevail if 
there have been separate retainers ; because the parties to 
an existing contract cannot be changed ; and the defendant 
contends that the costs in question were incurred under a 
contract between Anderson and Lund, to which he was no 
party. The answer is, that a contract may, at any time, 
be altered either in its terms or as to the parties, and that 
the legal effect of an alteration is to substitute the altered 
for the original contract. In this case, we think we may 
give effect to the expressed intention of the parties, by 
holding that the separate retainers were determined, when 
the consolidation was agreed on, and a joint retainer then 
given. 

Another question was, whether the bill delivered was 
sufficient, inasmuch as it did not specify the name of the 
cause in which the business was done. The bill was headed 
" defendant debtor to plaintiff," and the Exchequer of Pleas 
was specified as the Court, and the statement of the items 



BOYNTON. 
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shewed clearly that a judgment had been recovered by the 1840. 
London and Westminster Bank against the York Agricultural Anderson 
Bank ; that writs of scire facias were then issued against the 
defendant and some other shareholders of the latter bank ; 
that they were consolidated, and that one of them was tried, 
but the bill did not name which scire facias was tried, the 
name of ^* Esdaile and Others v. Lund " not being men- 
tioned in the bill, and the technical name of the original 
cause in which the judgment was recovered, viz., ^' Esdaile 
and Others v. Wood, public officer, ftc," was not mentioned 
when the judgment was first described, though it is stated 
in a subsequent item in respect of a copy of the judgment 
It was contended for the defendant, that the name of the 
cause, as well as of the Court, must be specified ; Lewis v. 
Primrose (a) ; EngUheart v. Moore (b) ; Ivimey v. Marks (c). 
But the result of the cases appears to be, that the Court and 
the cause must be so specified as to enable the client, with 
the bill alone, to take advice upon taxation ; and in this 
case enough appears to be stated to efiect that purpose. 
The Court is named, and the original cause is pointed out 
by a description more intelligible to the client than the 
technical name; — the parties to the first action, being 
probably better known by the name of the bank than of 
the trustees or public officers, — and the technical name 
is given where the copy of the judgment is mentioned. 
With respect to the proceedings in scire facias against this 
defendant and others, the technical name of the scire facias 
brought to trial would not facilitate advice as to taxation ; 
and we cannot discover any reason for thinking that the 
particulars which are given are insufficient for the purposes 
for which the delivery of a bill is required. The rule must, 
therefore, be absolute for entering a verdict for the plaintiff 
for the amount of the bill. 

Rule absolute. 

(a) 6 a B. 266. (c) 16 M. & W. 843 ; S. C. 

(ff) 15 M. & W. 548 ; S. C. ante, vol. 4, p. 709. 
ante, vol. 4, p. 60. 
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1849. 

Jordan v. Bincres. 
{In the full Court) 

A writ of fi. A RULE had been obtained, calling on the plaintiff and 
•* immcdiatelj the sheriff of Middlesex to shew cause why a levy made by 
^on thereof." ^^ sheriff under a writ of fi. fa. on the 12th of March, 1849, 
ia not executed ghould not be set aside, and the amount levied returned to 

after a le?y of ' 

part only of the defendant 

dorsed ; but The plaintiff had obtained j udgmen t against the defendant 

even^ftlr rf,?' ^^ ^^^ ^^ove action, and issued a writ of fieri facias, dated 
Upse of several the 6th of June, 1838, returnable "immediately after the 

years, if the , i i /• j » 

writ still re- execution thereof." A levy was made on the defendants 

hands, proceed goods, but only a part of the amount indorsed could be 

remainder*of ^^^ied. On the 12th of March in the present year, a 

the amount further levy had been made under the writ ; upon which 

doe. 

the present rule had been obtained. 

LiLsk shewed cause on behalf of the plaintiff. Before the 
Stat. 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 67, s. 2, which enacts, that every writ 
of execution shall be made returnable " immediately after 
the execution thereof," a writ of fieri facias was returnable 
on a day certain, and the sheriff might make any number of 
levies before the day named. The statute in altering the 
return of the writ, with a view of preventing the necessity 
of issuing several writs, has left the sheriff the same power 
of executing it as before. Formerly, a party issuing a new 
writ was bound to recite in it how much had been levied 
under the prior writ; Chapman v. Bawlby{a); but now a 
new v^it is unnecessary. The writ of fieri facias is now 
analogous to a writ of sequestrari facias, which the bishop 
always retains in his hands until he has levied the whole 
sum, or is ruled to return the sum received under it 

(a) 8 M. & W. 249 ; S. C. 1 Dowl. S3, N. S. 
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The defendant might at any time have ruled the sheriff to ^ \S^9. 
return the sum levied. The Legislature clearly contem- 
plates the case of the writ remaining in the hands of the 
sheriff for a future levy, after a part only has been levied ; 
for the 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c 99, s. 7, enacts that the sheriff, at 
the expiration of his year of office, shall make out and 
deliver to his successor a list of *^ all writs and other process 
in his hands not wholly executed by him;" and shall 
transfer to the incoming sheriff all such writs and process. 
[He referred also to Simpson v. Heath (a) ; Greenshields 
V. Harris (b) ; and Letois v. Holmes (c).] 

BurcheU shewed cause on behalf of the sheriff 

Bramwell, in support of the rule. Since the 3 & 4 Wm. 4, 
c 67, the sheriff should seize all the goods of the defendant 
in his bailiwick at once ; and it was never meant that he 
should keep the writ in his hands for several years after 
making a levy, in order to seize property subsequently 
acquired. [Lord DenmaUy C. J. — The defendant could 
have ruled the sheriff to return the amount levied under 
the writ] It is unusual to do so. The words ** not wholly 
executed" in the 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 99, s. 7, do not neces- 
sarily refer to a case like the present. They may apply to 
the case of a writ of ca. sa. against two defendants, executed 
only as against one ; or to cases where the right to the goods 
seized is disputed. 

Lord Denman, C. J. — This cannot be said to be a writ 
'* wholly executed" until all that is due under it has been 
levied. It seems to me that there cannot be any line drawn 
short of a complete execution. The defendant might have 
ruled the sheriff to return the amount levied under the 
writ He has, therefore, no right to complain. 

(a) 5 M. & W. 631 ; S. C. 2 Dowl. 272, N. S. 
7 Dowl. 832. (c) 10 Q. B. 896. 

(6) 9 M. & W. 774 ; S. C. 
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1849. 



Jordan 

V. 

BiNCKES. 



Patteson, J. — It seems to me we cannot put any limit 
to the sheriflTs power to levy under a writ which is not 
completely executed. Under the old practice, writs of fi. fa. 
were returnable on a day certain ; and although a sheriflf 
was bound to seize at once all the goods of the defendant 
which he could find, yet if the writ was not satisfied, and 
any of the goods of the defendant came into his bailiwick 
before the return day, he was bound to take them. 1 think 
the same rule ought to apply to a writ of fi. fiu since the 
statute. 



Eble, J. — I am of the same opinion ; and I found my 
judgment upon this, that I do not see how to put any 
practicable construction on the statute so as to impose a 
limit to the operation of the writ short of a complete exe- 
cution. 

Rule discharged. 



Harvey v. Lankester. 

J HIS was a rule to set aside a demurrer as frivolous. 

Trespass. The declaration stated ^^that the defendant 

heretofore," " to wit, on," &c., " broke and entered a certain 

shop, rooms, and apartments of the plaintiff, part and parcel 

of a house, &c., and stayed and continued therein, making 

sheriff ^ uoise and disturbance for three days then next following. 

The defendant justified as sheriff, that he had a writ of 
fi. fiu to execute against the goods of one H., and that by 
the leave and license of the plaintiff, the outer door being 



To a declara- 
tion in trespass 
for breaking, 
&c. a shop, 
rooms, and 
apartments of 
the plaintiff, 
the defendant 

E leaded that 
e was 
and as sheriff 
had a writ of 
fi. fa. against 
one H., and 
that by the 
leave of the 
plaintiff, the 

outer door being open, he *' entered the same shop in the declaration mentioned, (the same shop, 
rooms, and apartments in the declaration mentioned being one and the same shop, and not 
different rooms and apartments)," to inquire, &c The plaintiff replied de injuria, and new 
assigned that the defendant broke, &c., " two other rooms and apartments, to wit, a room called/* 
&a, ''being other rooms in the declaration mentioned. besides, and different from, and other than, 
the said shop in the plea mentioned." The defendant having demurred specially on the ground, 
amongst others, that the new assignment was a departure from the declaration, and that it was 
an argumentative traverse of the allegation in the plea that the shop, rooms, and apartments 
mentioned in the declaration, were one and the same shop ; the Court, upon motion, set the 
demnrrer aside as frivolous. 
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open, he '^entered the same shop in the declaration men- 1849. 
tioned, the same shop, rooms, and apartments in the haIvey 
declaration mentioned beinir one and the same shop, and , *- 
not different rooms and apartments, for the purpose of 
inquiring'' if H. had goods there, and stayed for that 
purpose a short and necessary time, to wit, five minutes 
then next following, ^^ which are the same supposed tres- 
passes in the declaration specified." 

The plaintiff replied that the defendant of his own wrong, 
and without the leave and license of the plaintiff to him for 
that purpose first given and granted, committed the tres- 
passes in the said plea mentioned. 

She also new assigned that she brought her action not 
only for the trespasses in the plea mentioned, but also for 
that ** the defendant continued in the said shop for a further 
and much longer space of time" than in the plea mentioned, 
and *' after the expiration of the alleged short and necessary 
time for the purpose" therein mentioned, *^ to wit, for the 
space of three days, omitting five minutes, residue of the 
said time in the declaration mentioned ;" ^' and also at the 
same time when,"&c., '^ with force and arms, &c., broke and 
entered two other rooms and apartments of the plaintiff, 
that is to say, a certain other room behind the said shop, 
called the wareroom, and a certain other room behind the 
said shop, called the kitchen, in and parcel of the said 
dwelling-house and premises in the declaration mentioned, 
being other rooms and apartments in the declaration men- 
tioned, besides, and different fi*om, and other than, the said 
shop in the plea mentioned, and stayed in the said other 
rooms and apartments making such noise," &c., ^^ as in the 
declaration mentioned," *^ for the said space of three days 
therein in that behalf mentioned," ^^ which said trespasses so 
newly assigned are other than and different to those in the 
said plea mentioned and therein attempted to be justified," 
&C. Verification, &c. 

The defendant thereupon demurred specially upon the 
following grounds, amongst others; that the replication and 

VOL. vn. D D. & L. 
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new assignment were double, and attempted to enlarge the 
cause of action in the declaration mentioned ; that the new 
9' assignment was a departure and an argumentative traverse 

of the allegation in the plea, that the shop, rooms, and 
apartments were one, and the same shop, and not other 
or different rooms and apartments ; and that such allegation 
ought to have been traversed directly. 

Montague Smith shewed cause. Only one act of breaking 
and entering is alleged in the declaration, and that is justi- 
fied by the plea. The plaintiff cannot therefore new assign 
a fresh breaking of ^^ other rooms in the declaration men- 
tioned," than those justified by the plea. [^fViffhtmany J. — 
The plea alleges that *^ the shop, rooms, and apartments, in 
the declaration mentioned" are *^ one and the same shop, 
and not different rooms and apartments." Could the 
plaintiff have traversed this allegation ? If the defendant 
did more than break and enter one shop, he must justify 
more ; if he did not, he will not be prejudiced by this new 
assignment.] A single breaking is all that is alleged in the 
declaration, and to new assign that it is several, is a depar- 
ture. A shop may consist of several rooms. [Wightman^ J. 
— I cannot take judicial cc^izance of that If the plaintiff 
had merely traversed the allegation in the plea, he would 
have been confined to proof of a trespass committed in the 
shop. His only safe course, if he relied on a trespass in a 
room different from the shop, was to new assign.] 
[He referred to Cheasley v. Barnes (a); Aitkenhead v. 
Blades (b\ and Vivian v. Jen/tin (c).] 

Maynard in support of the rule. The quae est eadem in- 
cludes time and place, and if the plaintiff had merely traversed 
the plea, he would have been precluded from shewing a tres- 
pass except in the shop. [He referred to 1 Wms. Saund. 
300 b, in notis, 6 th ed. ; and Bracegirdle v. Peacock (df).] 

(a) 10 East, 73. Kc) 3 A. & E. 741 ; S. C 6 N. 

(6) 5 Taunt. 198; S. C. 1 & M. 14. 
Marsh. 17. {d) 8 Q. B. 174. 
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WiOHTMAN, J. — I think that, according to the cases 
which have been cited, the plaintiff was entided to reply 
and new assign as he has done. The rule must therefore «• 

be absolute (a). 

Rule absolute. 

(a) The defendant to have liberty to plead within a fortnight; the 
costs of this application to be costs in the cause. 



Brown, Clerk, v. Hutchinson and Others. 

JL HIS was a rule calling upon the defendants to shew Where upon 
cause why they should not pay to the plaintiff the costs of Jl/j^^"^ 
the above action, and the costs of the application. ^ * ^ Wm. 4, 

It appeared that this was a feigned issue by way of the defendsnu 
appeal against a decision of an assistant tithe commissioner, modus in ro- 
under the 6 & 7 Wm. 4, c 71, s. 46, (the Tithe Commu- g^^^Jd Oit 
tadon Act), to try the existence of a modus, which the jurync^tived 
defendants set up as applying to a whole township (which the district 
included a large tract of uninclosed land), except glebe ^*iiS,ditfor ' 
lands, lands inclosed under an act of Parliament, and a Pf^s the 

Court ordered 

farm called F. At the trial, the jury found that there the defendants 
was a modus of the amount alleged by the defendants, costs of the 
but that it did not extend to the uninclosed lands. An •<^"* 
application was made to the Judge to amend the issue, 
but he refused to do sa The following special finding 
was, however, entered on the record, under 3 & 4 Wm. 4, 
c. 42. '* Verdict for the plaintiff on the issue ; and that 
payments were made for all the inclosures except F., 
except the inclosures under the act, and except the glebe, 
amount of modus 16L I9s. 2d, f thus finding that the 
modus did not cover the whole township, with the ex- 
ceptions mentioned in the defendant's plea. The special 
finding was afterwards expunged by order of the Court of 
Queen's Bench on motion, and a verdict entered generally 

D 2 
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1S49. far the pUintiff oo all the iasnesL The present role was 

^]^j^ sobsequentlj moved for ander the 6 & 7 Win. 4, c. 7 1 , s. 46, 

_ '- which enacts, that the costs of evenr such action shall be in 

HrTOII910!> 

and Oibm. the discretion of the Court. 



Knowlts shewed cause. The costs of the action are in 
the discretion of the Court; and the only question is, 
whether the jury haring found the modus as to part of the 
district in £EiTour of the defendants, the Court will order 
them to pay the costs of the whole action. 

Mamsiy, in support of the rule, was not called upon. 

Erlb, J. — If the defendants relied upon the modus as 
applying only to part of the district, they should have so 
limited their claim. The rule must be absolute. 



(a) See MaeCartky r, Nepeam, 
6 Q. B. 252 : and Lewis v. Hold- 
ing, 2 M. & G. 275 ; S. C. 3 Scott 



Rule absolute (a). 

N. R. 191 ; 9 Dowl. 652, there 
referred to. 



Ex parte Senior. 



In re The South Yorrshtre, Doncaster, and Goole 

Railway ("ompany. 

Where pro. A RULE had been obtained calling on the South York- 

eeeding[i hj • . t^ , 

arbitration shire, lioncaster, and Goole Railway Company to shew 
8 & 9 Viet. cause why a writ of mandamus should not issue directed to 

c. 18, s. 23, 

cf #09., hmve 

prored abortire in oomeonenoe of tbe non appoiotment of an umpire within the time limited bj 

the statute, the owner of the land b not bound to proceed anew under the 68th section : but 

in the event of a refusal by the companj, is entitled to a mandamus to compel them to isnie 

their warrant to summon a jury to assess compensation. 

In such a case, a neglect to issue the warrant, after a demand made upon the solicitors of the 
company, is a sufficient refusal to entitle the claimant to the writ 
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them, commanding them to issue their warrant to summon 1 849. 
a jury to assess compensation, under the Lands' Clauses eTJC^ 
Consolidation Act, 8 & 9 Vict c. 18, for certain land Senior. 
required by the company. 

The following facts appeared upon the affidavits. In 
May, 1848, the railway company requiring certain land in 
the occupation of Mr. Senior, for the purposes of iheir 
railway, gave him the proper notice under the 18th section 
of 8 & 9 Vict c 18, the Lands' Clauses Consolidation Act, 
that they were willing to treat for its purchase. Mr. Senior, 
in the following month sent in his claim, and signified his 
election under the 23rd section of the act to proceed by 
arbitration. Two arbitrators were accordingly appointed, 
but some delay took place in their meeting, and when they 
did meet, they could not agree on the appointment of an 
umpire as required by the 27th section. An application 
was then made to the Board of Trade, under the 28th sec- 
tion, to appoint an umpire, but was refused on the ground 
that they had no power to do so, as more than three months 
bad elapsed since the appointment of the arbitrators. A 
few days afterwards, namely, on the 1 9th of February, 
1849, the claimant's solicitor wrote to the solicitors of the 
company, formally demanding that the company should 
issue their warrant to the sheriff to summon a jury to settle 
and assess the compensation due to the claimant, and, as a 
preparatory step, should forthwith give the notice required 
by the act before issuing such warrant; and giving notice 
that in the event of their neglecting to do so for one week, 
an application would be made to this Court for a mandamus 
to compel them to issue such warrant and give such notice. 
On the 20th of April following, a notice of relinquishment 
of the right and intention of the company to take the land, 
was sent by the company's solicitors to the solicitor of the 
claimant It recited the company's original notice to treat 
for the purchase of the claimant's land, and that in conse- 
quence of certain deviations from the line of railway as 
originally proposed, the company Would not require the 
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1849. claimant's land; and stated that they therefore withdrew 
Ez^arte ^^^^ir original notice to treat, offering to pay all costs legally 
Senior. incurred. No other demand had been made upon the 
company to issue their warrant, than the one above- 
mentioned ; nor was there any direct refusal in terms 
upon the part of the company stated. It appeared upon 
the affidavits that the company had a secretary. 

J. S. Wortley and Wells shewed cause. The proceedings 
by arbitration in this case having failed, the claimant was 
bound to proceed under the 68 th section of the act The 
sections 18 to 23, regulate the proceedings where the com- 
pany give notice of their intention to take the lands. The 
23rd section enacts, that *' if when the matter shall have 
been referred to arbitration, the arbitrators or their umpire 
shall for three months have failed to make their or his 
award, or if no final award shall be made, the question of 
such compensation shall be settled by the verdict of a jury 
as hereinafter provided." The latter words refer to the 
68th section, which requires the company to issue their 
warrant to the sheriff to summon a jury to assess compen- 
sation within twenty-one days after receiving a notice fix>m 
the claimant for that purpose; which notice is to contain a 
statement of *^the nature" of the claimant's '^interest" in 
the land and the '^ amount of the compensation so claimed." 
The claimant here has not brought himself within the 
terms of the section, for he has not given a sufficient notice 
to the company. The notice relied on contains no state- 
ment of the claimant's interest or of the amount claimed, 
as required by the 68 tb section. Besides, it is given to 
the company's solicitors; whereas it ought to have been 
served according to the 134th section at the company's 
offices or on their secretary. Even if there was a sufficient 
notice properly served, there has been no direct refusal on 
the part of the company to issue their warrant, upon which 
to found an application for a mandamus; and the only 
remedy of the claimant, if any, is by action. 
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Knowksy in support of the rule. It is a mistake to sup- 1849. 
pose that the 68th section in any way relates to proceedings £^ ^ 
like the present It has reference to a totally diflFerent Skniob. 
state of circumstances^ namely, where the company have 
taken land for the purposes of their act, without any 
previous offer to purchase; and the words *' hereinafter 
provided," in the 23rd section may be referred to other 
sections, such as the 38th and following sections. The 
only question then is, has there been a sufficient demand 
and refusal? The demand is sufficiently served on the 
attomies of the company. If they are the company's 
agents for the purpose of giving a notice of relinquishment, 
they must be their agents to receive notices like the pre- 
sent. The 134 th section applies only to proceedings ^^at 
law or in equity.* [Wightman^ J. — I do not think so.] 
As to there being no reftiiKil en the part of the company, it 
is not necessary that there should be a direct reiiisal if the 
Court can infer a refusal from their neglect 

WUUsy amicus curias, mentioned the case of Reg, v. South 
jEasiem Railway Company (a), in which he had relied on 
a similar objection to the one now taken ; but the Court 
held that the only notice necessary to be given was one 
that would satisfy the Court that there had been a neglect 
by the company to perform their duty. 

WiQHTMAN, J. — The Master (ft) informs me that in the 
case cited, it was held that no precise or formal notice was 
required to be given, but merely that enough should appear 
to satisfy the Court that the company refuse to issue their 
warrant I think it is sufficiently shewn, in the present 
case, that the company refuse to issue their warrant, and 
therefore, it must be governed by the case cited. 



(a) Q. B. Hilary Term, 1849. Not reported. 
(6) Master Robinson, 



40 CASES ON POINTS OF PRACTICB, Q. B. 

1849. With respect to the 68th section, 1 think it is clear that 

Ex parte ^^ section does not apply to a case like the present 
Semiob. Jiilr, Senior is in the same situation as if he had not 

agreed to submit the matter to arbitration, in which case 
it was for the company to issue their warrant Enough 
appears to satisfy me, that they have not done so, and the 
rule for a mandamus must, therefore, be made absolute. 

Rule absolute. 



Doe d. Harbison v. Louch. 
[This case is reported, ante voL 6, p. 270.] 



In re a Plaint or Action in the County Court of 

Staffordshire, 
Between Walter Yates, Plaintiff, 

and 
Sarah Palmer, Defendant 

[This case is reported, ante vol. 6, p. 283.] 



The Surveyors of the Highways in the Parish of 
Bletchingdon t7. H. Peyton and H. Styles, Esquires, 

and the Rev. Thomas Dand. 

[This case is reported, ante vol. 6, p. 288.] 
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COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 



Crinitp Certn. 



IN THE TWELFTH YEAR OF THE REIGN OF VICTORIA. 



In re The Hammbbsmith Rent-Charqe. 1849. 

JLdUSH had obtained a rule on behalf of a person named By the Tithe 
Johji Holt, calling upon the vicar of Hammersmith to shew ^^ (fihii^ 
cause why an order oiPlaU^ B., of the 29th of September, ^5^nW^* 
1848, should not be rescinded, and why all subsequent prorided, that 
proceedings had thereon should not be set aside, with costs, charge ihall 
It appeared from the affidavits that an order had been ^^ •J^? 
made by that learned Judge, for a writ to issue directed '7^ "?J** 
to the sheriff of Middlesex, requiring the sheriff to summon next «fter anjr 
a jury to assess the arrears of rent-charge apportioned on day dTpaj- 
lands, numbered 1364, 1365, in the plan annexed to the ^^'sbibe 
Hammersmith apportionment, pursuant to the statute nosafficient 

6 & 7 Wm. 4, C. 71, SS. 82 and 85. premi>es liable 

The order had been made ex parte upon affidavits stating thereout™ 
that the rent-charge was in arrear, and that there was no fo*^^^of ^ 
sufficient distress on the premises liable to the payment of Judges, upon 

facts, to order 
a writ to be issued directed to the sheriff of the county, requiring him to summon a jury to 
assesa-the arrears of rent-charge remaining unpaid. 

Hdd^ (/WAe, B., dissentiente), that upon production of a sufficient aflBdavit of the facts, a 
Judge may grant such order ex parte, ana that no previous summons or notice to the parties b 
necessary. 
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1849. the rent-charge. The two allotments referred to in the order 

j^^ were in the occupation of Holt, as tenant, who had allowed 

Bammfr. the rent-chanre to fall into arrear, without the knowledge 
SMITH Rent- . ° 

Charge. of his landlord. The allotments were numerous, and many 

of them of trifling amount The sum apportioned in respect 

of the lands in question was only Qs, 6d. 

Hugh HiU shewed cause (a). He referred to In Re 
CambenoeU Rent- Charge (A). 

Lush and BomUy in support of the rule. They cited 
the following cases ; Rex v. Benn (c) ; Capel v. Child (d) ; 
Harper v. Carr {e); Painter v. The Lwerpool Oil Gas Ldght 
Company (f) ; Gibbs v. Stecul {g). 

Cur, adv. vult 

The learned Judges, differing in opinion, now delivered 
their judgments seriatim. 

Platt, B. — In this case a rule nisi had been obtained 
to rescind an order made by me on the 29th of September 
last, under the 82nd section of the 6 & 7 Wm. 4j c. 71. 
The question raised, and upon shewing cause, discussed, 
was, whether upon an affidavit stating that the rent-charge 
was in arrear and unpaid for the space of forty days next 
after the half-yearly day of payment, and that there was no 
sufficient distress on the premises liable to the payment 
thereof, that order should have been made ex parte. 

The 81st section of the act authorizes the person entitled 
to the rent-charge, in case it shall be in arrear and unpaid 
for twenty-one days next after the half-yearly day of pay- 

(a) The arguments of counsel (e) 7 T. R. 270. 

appear sufficiently in the judg- (/) 3 A. & E. 433 ; S. C. 6 N. 

ment of the Ck)urt. 8c M. 736. 

(6) 4 Q. B. 161. {g) S B. & C. 528 ; S. C. 2 M. 

(c) 6 T. R. 198. 8t R. 547. 

(rf) 2 C. & J. 558. 
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ment, and he shall have given ten days' notice in writing to 1849. 
the tenant in possession to distrain upon the land liable to j^^ 
the payment thereo£ And by the 82nd section it is enacted, Hammm- 
'* tnat m case the said rent-charge shall be m arrear and Chaior. 
unpaid for the space of forty days next after any half-yearly 
day of payment, and there shall be no sufficient distress on 
the premises liable to the payment thereof it shall be 
lawful for any Judge of his Majesty's Courts of record at 
Westminster, upon affidavit of the facts, to order a writ 
to be issued, directed to the sheriff of the county in which 
the lands chargeable with the rent-charge are situated, 
requiring the said sheriff to summon a jury to assess the 
arrears of rent-charge remaining unpaid, and to return 
the inquisition thereupon taken to some one of his Ma- 
jesty's Courts of law at Westminster; a copy of which 
writ, and notice of the time and place of executing the 
same, shall be given to the owner of the land, or left at 
his last known place of abode, or with his known agent, 
ten days previous to the execution thereof; and the sheriff 
is hereby required to execute such writ according to the 
exigency thereof;" and it is further enacted, that ^^the 
costs of such inquisition shall be taxed by the proper 
officer of the Court ; and thereupon the owner of the rent- 
chaige may sue out a writ of habere facias possessionem, 
directed to the sheriff, commanding him to cause the owner 
of the rent-charge to have possession of the lands chargeable 
therewith, until the arrears of rent-charge found to be due, 
and the said costs and also the costs of such writ and of 
executing the same, and of cultivating and keeping posses- 
sion of the lands, shall be fully satisfied : provided always, 
that not more than two years' arrears over and above the 
time of such possession shall be at any time recoverable." 

By the 83rd section it is further enacted, *^ that it shall 
be lawful for the Court out of which such writ shall have 
issued, or any Judge at Chambers, to order the owner of 
the rent-charge who shall be in possession by virtue of such 
writ, from time to time to render an account of the rents 
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184D. and produce of the lands and of the receipts and payments 

^^ in respect of the same, and to pay over the surphis (if any) 

U AMMFA. to the person for the time entitled thereunto, after satisfaction 
tMiTH Rent- '^ 

Charge. of soch arrears of rent-charge and all costs and expenses 

as aforesaid, and thereupon to order a writ of supersedeas 
to issue to the said writ of habere facias possessionem, and 
also by rule or order of such Court or Judge from time to 
time to give such summary relief to the parties as to the 
said Court or Judge shall seem fit'' 

In support of the rule, Mr. Lusk cited Bex v. Benn (a) ; 
Harper v. Ccarr (b); and Pamier ▼. The Uoerpool Oil Gas 
Ught Compaxy {e\ and assimilated the power conferred 
upon a Judge by the 82nd section to that of justices to 
issc^ a warrant to levy. But such a warrant is a process 
in the nature of an execution, and the provisions of the 
43 Eliz. c. 2, s. 4 ; 17 Geo. 2, c. 38, s. 7, and 4 Geo. 4, 
c. xxxix. s. 72, consisted with the ordinary course of pro- 
ceeding adopted for the purpose of obtaining it In Capel 
V. CkUd{d)i the requisition issued without any previous 
notice of the charge of neglect on which it is founded, and 
the course of the proceeding in the Bishop's Court excluded 
the incumbent from setting it aside, or shewing why it 
should not be obeyed. In Gibbs v. Stead {e)y the Court 
held that a tax collector could not distrain as upon a 
neglect or refusal to pay the taxes, without affording the 
party assessed a reasonable opportunity of complying with 
the demand of them. But how do these decisions tend to 
shew that the 82nd section is not to be read according to 
the natural meaning of the expressions used ? The Judge's 
order does not operate as an execution. It is but the first 
step towards an execution ; it does not conclude the owner 
of the land. He must have notice of the writ of inquiry 
and the proceedings thereon. It is enacted, that '< in case 
the rent-charge shall be in arrear and unpaid for the space of 

(a) 6 T. R. 198. (cO 2 C. & J. 558. 

(6) 7 T. R. 270. (0 8 B, & C. 528. 

(c) 3 A. & E. 433. 
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forty days next after any half-yearly day of payment, and ^ 849. 

there shall be no suflBcient distress on the premises liable to n^in re 

the payment thereof, it shall be lawful" for a Judge, "upon J*^*'rent. 

affidavit of the fiicts, to order a writ to be issued," &c., that Chakgb. 

is, in other words, that upon affidavits stating the fact of 

the rent-charge being in arrear and unpaid for the space of 

forty days next after any half-yearly day of payment, and 

also the fact of there being no sufficient distress on the 

premises liable to the payment thereof, it shall be lawftil 

for the Judge to order a writ to be issued, &c Upon 

producing the record or rule of an inferior Court, and an 

affidavit verifying the seal of the (3ourt and the signature 

of the proper officer, the record or rule may be removed 

by a Judge's order made ex parte, under the 22nd section 

of the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110. In Symands v. Dimsdak (a), 

this Court supported an ex parte order for a certiorari to 

remove a cause from the County Court, under the 9 & 10 

Vict c. 95, s. 90. Such an order, however, is subject to 

be discharged, and the cause to be remitted to the inferior 

Court, if, on the plaintifTs application, a Judge on hearing 

the parties should think it ought not to have been made, 

and that a procedendo should issue. So in this case, the 

83rd section seems to afford the owner of the land every 

protection, by authorizing the Court out of which the writ 

should have issued, or any Judge at Chambers, not only 

to compel an account of the rent and profits, and, after 

satisfaction of the arrears of rent-charge and costs, to 

supersede the writ of possession, but also from time to time 

to give the parties such summary relief as to the Court or 

Judge shall seem fit It would seem, from the report of 

In re CamberweU Rent- Charge (ft), that the order for the writ 

of inquiry and assessment in that case was made ex parte. 

Guided by the plain language of the 82nd section, by the 

practice of the Court to grant ex parte orders in a variety 

of other cases, and by the remedial provisions of the 83rd 



(a) 2 Exch. 533 ; S. C. atUe, vol. 6, p. 17. 
(6) 4 Q. B. 151. 
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1849. section, I thought that upon an affidavit of the facts, it was 

"^^^ lawful for the Judge to grant the order for the writ to the 

Hammer, sheriff ex parte. The arguments of counsel, and a re- 

SMITH ReNT- 

Chaeoe. consideration of the particular enactments, have tended to 
confirm that opinion. It seems, therefore, to me, that this 
rule should be discharged. 

Alderson, B. — This was an application to rescind an 
order of my Brother Flatty the terms of which have already 
been stated. The only point on which the Court have 
entertained any doubt, and on which they are not agreed, 
is, whether the order ought to be set aside, on the ground 
that it has been made ex parte. It appears that the tithes 
due to the vicar have been commuted for the annual sum of 
546/1, and have been duly apportioned under the act of Par- 
liament. It further appears, that the sum apportioned in 
respect of the lands was the sum of six shillings and six- 
pence ; and it is obvious from the number of apportionments 
and the smallness of many of their amounts respectively, 
that this is a most vital question to the incumbent ; for the 
addition of the expense of a summons nisi to the costs of 
the proceedings would probably destroy the whole value 
of the matter in dispute : and as this is a question which 
affects the whole kingdom, its importance extends much 
further than the present case. If it were, however, a 
question of substantial justice, I should have much more 
difficulty in coming to a decision upon it But, in truth, 
I look upon it only as a question of form, and of the 
reasonable construction of two sections, the 81st and 82nd 
of this particular act of Parliament. For the only point 
really is, whether the writ is to issue ex parte, (and the 
person who complains of it, which will probably happen 
only in one case out of a hundred), is to obtain relief by 
applying to set it aside ; or whether, in all the other ninety- 
nine cases, the further expense of a summons and service 
is to occur, thus adding an additional sum in every case to 
the costs, for the repayment of which to the vicar there is 
no provision that I can find. There is no doubt which is 
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the more expedient course. The one suggested would in 1 849. 

this, and many similar cases, be an absolute denial of justice J^^ 

to the incumbent Will, then, the words of the act fairly Hammei^ 

•^ SMITH Rbntu 

bear another construction, and is there any reasonable Chabob. 
authority on which we can act in conformity to the plain 
justice of the case? I am of opinion that both these 
questions may be answered in the affirmative. I think, 
first, that the very words of the act may well be so con- 
strued. By the 81st section, a power of distress is given 
after twenty-one days of rent-charge in arrear. This is 
clearly a power to be exercised by the party without 
previous notice to the tithe payer. Then follows the 82nd 
section, by which it is provided, that if the rent-charge 
shall be in arrear for forty days (a longer period), and no 
sufficient distress be on the premises, a Judge of the 
superior Courts, on affidavit of the party, may order a 
writ to be issued. Nothing is said in the act of the 
necessity of summoning the party. It seems to me that 
this provision, following an ex parte proceeding in the 
81st section, may very reasonably be taken to direct an 
ex parte proceeding also, but qualified by the circumstance 
of the party's having a sufficient affidavit to satisfy a Judge 
of the truth of certain facts. And this is confirmed by the 
protection expressly given to the party to be affected by it; 
for a copy of this writ, and a notice of the time and place 
of executing the same, are then to be left, ten days previous 
to the execution, with him or his agent. This enables him 
either to appear to see justice done by the sheriff, or, if 
necessary, to apply to set aside the Judge's order. No 
injustice can therefore be done to the party by our holding 
the original order to issue the writ, although made ex parte, 
to be sufficient. He cannot be punished without the 
opportunity of being heard. But secondly, there is 
authority for our so holding ; for the case has already come 
before the Court of Queen's Bench in In re CambertoeU 
Rent'Charffe (a). That case was argued by the Lord Chief 

(a) 4 Q. B. 161. 
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1849. Baron, and on the other side by Sir mWam FoOetL The 

^ objection was on the surface. It was not mentioned at the 

Hammeju Bar, nor adverted to by the Court, and yet the order there 

SMITH Rent* 
Charge, was supported, which it could not have been if this had 

been a valid objection. The decision was in the year 
1843, and has been very extensively acted upon since that 
period, there having been produced before us nineteen 
separate orders of nine Judges, in which they have all so 
construed the act I am, therefore, disposed to consider 
this as a binding precedent for the construction which, 
even without it, I should myself put on the provisions of 
the 6 & 7 Wm. 4, c. 71. But, then we were referred to 
certain cases, and the principal reliance was placed on 
Capel V. Child (a). Now, without saying how far, if it were 
res Integra, I should agree in that decision, and accepting 
it as an authority in a similar case, although it is difficult 
to understand why the bishop, whom the Legislature per- 
mitted to act ^* on his own knowledge," should be required 
to summon a party, — any more than a magistrate who is to 
present a road '^on his own view," should summon the 
inhabitants before he does it, which no one ever dreamt he 
ought to do ; — yet it is clearly put there that the ex parte 
proceeding of the bbhop in that case was a judgment on a 
definite matter by the bishop against the incumbent ; and 
Lord Lyndhurst intimates in his judgment (&), that, if 
there could have been a proceeding to cancel that requi- 
sition, it might have been different But there the only 
subsequent proceedings were for the purpose of carrying 
into further effect the final ex parte judgment The 
cases of Rex v. Benn (c), and Harper v. Carr (d\ 
were also cited. Those were warrants of distress for 
seizing the party's goods. There nothing more was to 
be done except to levy the amount on the defendants. 
They also were in the nature of final judgments, and the 
law as to those is well settled, and not to be disputed. 

(«) 2 C. & J. 558. (c) 6 T. R. 198. 

(6) Id. 575. (d) 7 T. R. 270. 
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Yet even the principles so laid down are not inflexible; 1849. 
for in the case of an ex parte execution in debt, without a i^'^T""^ 
previous writ of inquiry to ascertain the proper amount. Hammer- 
they yield to an established course of practice. But cer- Chamb. 
tainly the authorities do shew, that where the proceeding 
is in the nature of a final judgment against a party, he must 
in general be sumraoned, and have the opportunity of being 
heard before the judgment can be properly pronounced 
against him. But here I cannot treat the issuing of this writ 
as a judgment ; nor do I think that, if it issues ex parte, the 
party is punished without the opportunity of being heard. 
For it is no more like a judgment than a writ of capias is, 
which, after the Judge has been satisfied of certain facts by 
affidavit, he is to issue against a defendant, and yet there 
the proceeding which issues ex parte deprives him of his 
liberty. In that case the context of the statute in which 
the provision is found, is the authority for its so issuing ; 
and there, as here, the remedy of the party affected by the 
proceeding is by an application to the Judge or the Court 
to rescind or qualify the original order. For this purpose 
I think the long notice given to the party before the exe- 
cution of the writ was provided. The Legislature must be 
taken to know and to make their provisions in conformity 
with the well known and universal practice of the superior 
Courts as to these matters. For these reasons, and con- 
sidering this to be the proper and reasonable construction 
of this act, I am of opinion that the order was rightly made 
ex parte, and that this rule for rescinding it should be 
discharged. 

Parke, B. — In this case an application was made in 
Hilary Term last to set aside an order by my Brother Piatt 
with all proceedings thereon, under the Tithe Commuta- 
tion Act, 6 & 7 Wm. 4, c. 71, s. 82. It has stood over in 
consequence of a difference of opinion among those of the 
Judges who heard the case, which I regret to say, continues, 
as I differ from my Brethren. It relates only to the ques- 

VOL. VII. E D. & L. 
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1849. tion, whether my Brother PlaWs order was invalid, in 

I^ consequence of its having been made ex parte without 

Uammee- summons or notice to the parties liable to pay the tithe- 
8MITH Rent- ^ '^^ 

CiuBGB. rent In other respects we all agreed, and we expressed 
our opinion, when the case was heard, that the affidavits 
shewed that there was no sufficient distress upon the pre- 
mises liable to the rent-charge; that is, upon the land 
charged with it, and that there was no ground to set aside 
the proceedings, if the order itself was valid. The order 
in question was made in supposed pursuance of the 82nd 
section of the act, which I need not read, as my Brother 
Piatt has already done so. It is not stated in terms whether 
the order is to be on summons or not The language used, 
in its ordinary sense, rather leads to the inference that no 
summons or notice is necessary, though it is capable of the 
other construction. But it has long been a received rule 
in the administration of justice, that no one is to be 
punished in any judicial proceeding, unless he has had an 
opportunity of being heard. This is laid down in Bag^s 
case (a), in Rex v. The Chancellor^ 8fc, of the University of 
Cambridge (6), in Dr. Bentlejfs case (c), and in the case of 
B£x V. Benn {d\ Lord Kenyon held that this was an invariable 
maxim in our law ; and, therefore, in the case of a distress 
for a poor-rate, the party should have an opportunity of 
shewing cause why this, which Lord Kenyon treats as an 
execution should not issue against him, although the stat 
43 Eliz. c 2, s. 4, giving the power to levy by distress and 
sale is silent on the subject of a summons. Lord Kenyan 
repeated the same rule in Harper v. Carr (c). The like rule 
prevailed in the case of Rex v. Gaskin (f), and in JSx parte 
Kinning (^), as well as in the cases of Gibbs v. Stead {h)^ and 
in many other cases. And in another case, Capelr^ CkUd(i\ 
Bcyleyj B., says, that he knows ^' of no case in which you 

(a) 1 1 Rep. 93 h, 99 a. (e) 7 T. R. 270. 

ih) 1 Stra. 557 ; S. C. 2 Ld. (/) 8 T. R. 209. 
Raym. 1334. (p) 4 C. B. 507- 

(c) Fort. 202, 4. (A) S B. & C. 528. 

(rf) 6 T. R. 198. (,) 2 C. & J 558, 579. 
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are to have a judicial proceeding, by which a man is to be 1849. 
deprived of any part of his property, without his having j^^ 
an opportunity of being heard." And, accordingly, though Hammeb- 
the late statute on which that case depended, the 57 Geo. 3, Chaiob. 
c. 99, 8. 50, authorized a bishop whenever it should appear 
to his satisfiiction, either of his own knowledge or upon 
proof by affidavit, that by an incumbent's negligence, the 
spiritual duties were inadequately performed, to require 
him to appoint a curate, and in default to appoint one with 
a salary, the Court of Exchequer held, that the established 
principle must prevail, and that the Bishop of London 
could not proceed without a summons to the incumbent^ 
although he acted on his own knowledge. This is an ex- 
tremely strong case and shews how powerful the principle 
of justice is in all judicial proceedings : quicunque aliquid 
atatuerit, parte inaudit& altera, aequum licet statuerit, baud 
sequus fuerit. The language of that act was much more 
in &vour of ex parte proceedings than the words used in 
the one now under consideration, and yet the principle of 
justice prevailed. 

Mr. JStUf in arguing against the rule in this case, endea<^ 
voured to distinguish the cases I have referred to from 
the present, by denying that this was in the nature of an 
execution. In the case of a proceeding merely to cause 
another to appear to answer a claim or charge, the rule 
certainly does not apply, as in the old proceeding on a 
Judge's order to hold to bail, nor does it under the act 
1 & 2 Vict c. 110; and this is clear by the context But 
Mr« Hill was unsuccessful, in my opinion, in establishing 
this distinction. The Judge's order is, under the statute, 
the first step towards an execution of a writ of habere facias 
possesrionem; and the party liable has no opportunity 
given to him as a matter of right to come in before the 
Court or a Judge to shew cause why such an execution 
irtiould not issue. When once that step is taken, then an 
ezecotion is inevitable, for the 83rd section seems to me to 
apply only to cases where possession is taken. Had the 

B 2 
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1849. Statute given such a power of appearing and objecting^ as a 

^^T^'^ ' matter of right, I should have held that the Judge's order 

Hammer- was for a writ in the nature of mesne process; but this 

SMITH Rent- .... , . /. . .. i_« i. 

Chargb. writ bemg, m truth, the first step m an execution, which 

being taken, the party liable cannot resist an execution for 
the rent arrears and costs, which would greatly exceed the 
amount of the arrears, I think the Judge must be con- 
sidered as acting judicially. He is to decide upon, the fact 
of the arrears and the deficiency of the distress, at least, in 
the first instance ; and, in adjudicating that an execution 
should issue, is acting judicially, and is, therefore, bound 
by the general rule. 

It was then attempted to be shewn that the question had 
been concluded by authority; and that attempt, I think, 
failed ; for the production of nineteen original orders, which 
Mr. Hill had obtained before nine different Judges, in none 
of which had the question been raised, cannot be considered 
as a binding authority ; nor does the omission of counsel 
to take the objection, in the case of In re CamherweU Rent- 
Charge (a), affect the case. I think, therefore, the order is 
valid, and the rule ought to be made absolute. 

Pollock, C. B. — I regret very much that the consider- 
ation which, for a considerable time, the members of the 
Court have given to this subject, has not produced that 
unanimity which is always desirable in an important deci- 
sion, and indeed in every decision; but I agree with my 
Brothers Alderson and Piatt that this rule should be dis- 
charged. After the judgments which have been delivered 
by my learned Brothers Parke on the one side, and 
Alderson and Piatt on the other, I think it unnecessary 
to occupy time in any lengthened observations upon 
the subject The question is, whether the order of my 
Brother Piatt is valid ; and I am of opinion that it is. 
The case that has been referred to. In re Carnbenoell Rent- 
Charge^ I think substantially decides it. The authority 

{a) 4Q.B. 151. 
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of that case has been questioned because the objection 1849. 
was not taken and overruled. But one may fairly say of ^^ 
the very eminent advocate who conducted the case on the Hammer- 

SMITH RfeNT- 

part of the complainant, I mean Sir William Folktiy that Charge. 
he was not likely to omit to take an objection, which, as 
my Brother Aldersouy properly observed, really lay on the 
very surface of the case. The objection was not taken by 
the counsel and did not occur to the Bench; it was not 
suggested in the course of the discussion that any such ob- 
jection could be made ; and from that time to the present, 
a period, it is very true, of not more than six or seven 
years, no less than nineteen orders have been made by nine 
different Judges, and it has certainly been apparently the 
understanding of the Profession that such is the practice. 
Now, if it be conceded that the language of the act of Par- 
liament is such that it may be construed either the one 
way or the other; if it be conceded that there is an 
apparent authority, and that there has been a practice of 
some years ; and if it be conceded, as I think it must be, as 
stated by my Brother Aldersouy that this is by far the most 
convenient, and indeed with reference to the object of the 
statute, is the only construction one can really give to it, 
(for, as Lord Denman said in the case of In re CamberweU 
Reni'Charge^ the statute would be a nuisance if we were 
to put the construction upon it which is contended for 
by those who oppose the rule), it appears to me that we 
are bound to sustain my Brother Platt^s order, and to give 
effect to the practice and to that authority on the subject 
upon which the practice has been founded. The case of 
Capelv. Child {a\ it must be admitted, is to some extent 
ill principle and authority against the order. It was, how- 
ever, upon a different act of Parliament. It presented 
none of the inconveniences which the same course of prac- 
tice would produce, if we were to act on that principle in 
the present case. And the case of Capel v. Child^ what- 
ever it may be deemed now, having once been pronounced 

(a) 2 C. & J. 558. 
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1849. as the judgment of this Court and a binding authority on 

j^^ us sitting here, I can only say, that as far as that act of 

Hammer- Parliament eoes, 1 shall feel myself bound by it, but not 
SMITH Rent- o » j j ' 

Chabob. one degree further. I agree with my Brother Alderson, 

that if that case has to be re-argued, I, for one, should be 
disposed to come to a different conchision. Inasmuch, 
therefore, as this case has once been substantially decided, 
and the decision ever since acted on, and is not expressly 
and directly opposed by any other case, and as it is in 
accordance with the clear meaning of the act of Parliament, 
as to which I entirely agree in the expression quoted by 
my Brother Parke — the language of an Irish Judge — that 
the first thing that you have to do is to ascertain what is 
the grammatical construction of an act, and if there be 
nothing in principle to oppose it or inconvenient or repug- 
nant to it, to act upon that strict, plain, clear, and gram- 
matical construction of it; viewing this statute by every 
light, the policy of it, the conveniency of it, and almost the 
necessity of it, it appears to me that it should receive the 
construction given to it by my Brother Piatt in his order, 
and confirmed now by the judgments of my Brothers 
Alderson and Piatt to-day. I concur with them, therefore, 
in saying, that this rule must be discharged. 

Alderson, B., added. — The same objection in principle 
would apply to final judgment in debt taking out an exe- 
cution without having a writ of inquiry, and yet that stands 
upon practice, and a very convenient practice, in the teeth 
of all the principles on which the opposite side rely. 

Platt, B. — If a summons was necessary in this case, 
the expense of a summons and order would be greater than 
the rent-charge itself. 

Pollock, C. B. — There is no provision for any. reiBH 
bursement in the statute at all to any person of any part of 
the expense. 

Rule discharged. 
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Etton and Another v. I^ittledale and Another. 
mJEBT for money had and received. To a bIm of 

T>i o i. ir let-oftthe 

rlea. bet-off. plaintiffrepUed 

Replication. That the plaintiffs ought not to be barred ^^^^^ 

from having and maintaining their action because* though ^^^^ o° ^®- 
true It IS that the plaintiffs were at the commencement of the replication 

the suit, and at the time of pleading the plea indebted to 1^^^ necesl 

defendants as in that plea mentioned, jet since the pleading JJI^^^** ^\q 

of the said plea and before this day* to wit, on the 22nd be set-off 

of March 1849, the plaintiffs paid to, and the defendants cxbtence, not 

accepted of the plaintiffs' lOOOZ. in full satisfaction and Smeof^ctd. 

discharge of the sum of money so due to the defendant, as >ng» bnt alio 

in the said plea mentioned. Verification. the trial. 

Demurrer and joinder. 

Cramptan in support of the demurrer. The replication 
is bad. A cause of action once suspended is extin- 
guished for ever. The plea of set-off operates as a bar 
to the plaintiffs' right of action ; and that right being lost 
cannot be restored; BasherviUe v. Brown {d)\ Salter v. 
PurcheU (i); Ford v. Beech (c). A release cannot be 
released. The legal effect of such a plea is, that at the 
time of its being pleaded, the larger debt swallows up the 
smaller one which thereby becomes discharged, nor can it 
be revived by the payment of money in a manner com- 
pulsory on the other side. Evans v. Prosser ((f), is similar 
to the present case. There a replication to a plea of set-off 
that, after the plea had been pleaded, the plaintiff paid the 
amount of the debt into Court, was holden to be bad. The 
dictum of Parhey B., in Briscoe v. Hill (e\ will probably 
be relied on by the plaintiff; but a different view of the 

(a) d Burr. 1229. (iQ 3 T. R. 186; S. P. BraUh- 

(5) 1 Q. B. 219; S. C. 1 G. waite v. ColemoM, 4 N. & M. 654. 

& D. 693. (e) 10 M. & W. 735 ; S. C. 

(e) 11 a B. 842. 2 Dowl. 656, N. S. 
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1849. question has been adopted bj a Court of error, in the 
Eyton ^^®^ ^^ Salter v. PurcheU{a). [He also referred to Jackson 
and Anotber y. Godord (J), and Chapman v. Drunning (c)]. 



0. 

LiTTLEDALB 

and Another. 



CowKng in support of the replication. It is incorrect to 
say that the plea of set-off operates as a discharge from the 
time of the plea pleaded. It is indeed a discharge, but it 
does not become so until the trial. In Briscoe v. HUl {d\ 
Parkcy B., sajs, ^^ The meaning of a plea of set-off is, that the 
plaintiff was and still is indebted to the defendant in a 
larger amount than his demand against the defendant, and 
in order to make that defence available, it should be equally 
true at the time of the trial as at the time of pleading. 
Before the new rules, the same question might have been 
raised ; for in answer to the proof of set-off under a notice, 
the plaintiff might have shewn that it was since discharged 
by payment** That doctrine is favourable to the plaintiff, 
and certainly has never been overruled. The 2 Gea 2, c 22, 
s. 13, also shews, that the period when the debt becomes 
extinguished is the time of the trial. The words are, 
^^ where there are mutual debts between the plaintiff and 
defendant," &c., ^^ one debt may be set against the other, 
and such matter may be given in evidence upon the general 
issue or pleaded in bar, as the nature of the case shall 
require, so as at the time of his pleading the general issue, 
where any such debt of the plaintiff,** &c., ^* is intended to 
be insisted on in evidence, notice shall be given of the par- 
ticular sum or debt so intended to be insisted on, and upon 
what account it became due, or otherwise, such matter shall 
not be allowed in evidence upon such general issue." In 
3 fVentw, on Plead. 161, there is a replication similar to the 
one here used. In Dendy v. Potoell {e\ it was decided 
that a plea of set-off was bad for not stating that at the 
commencement of the suit, the plaintiff was and still is 

(a) 1 Q. B. 219; S. C. 1 G. (d) 10 M. & W. 735, 738; 

& D. 693. S. C. 2 Dowl. 556, N. S. 

C6) 1 Cr. & M. 46. ((f) 3 M. & W. 442 ; S. C. 6 

(c) 1 Chit. 178. Dowl. 577. 



TRINITY TERM» 12 VICT. 57 

indebted. In Brawn v. Daubeny {a\ Pattesan^ J., held, 1849. 

that the plaintiff under a replication of nunquam indebi- Eytov 

tatus to a set -off was not at liberty to prove payment of the ^^ Another 

amount That decision shews, that the defence, would, if LnrLsoALB 
properly raised, have been available. 

Crompton replied. 

Cur, adv. vult 

The judgment of the Court was now delivered by, 
Pollock, C. B. — ^This was an action of debt to which 
there was a plea of set-off, and to this plea a replication, 
that since the time when it was pleaded the plaintiffs had 
paid the amount, to which the defendants demurred. We 
are of opinion that our judgment must be given for the 
plaintifik We think that, substantially there is no differ- 
ence, between the plea of set-off and the notice of set-off, 
and looking into the original statute of set-off it is neces- 
sary that the debt that is sought to be set off should con- 
tinue down to the time of the trial. On this short ground 
it appears to us, that a defendant receiving the amount 
of his debt, whether receiving it voluntary, or obtaining it 
by compulsion, could not continue to plead the plea of 
set-off as a good plea in answer in bar to a claim made by 
the plaintiff. By receiving the money he extinguishes the 
set-off; and we think it is a good replication to say that the 
set-off has in the mean time been so extinguished. The 
judgment of the Court therefore will be for the plaintifis. 

Aldebson, B., added. — A difficulty was suggested in the 
course of the alignment, as to the case of a grovnng debt. 
That difficulty does not in truth exist, because the issues 
at the trial prove what was the state of the debt, at the time 
of the plea pleaded, provided the defendant's claim at that 
period remained a debt. 

Judgment for the Plaintifis. 
(a) 4 Dowl. 685. 
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1849. 

Wallis v. Warren. 

ThedecUra- AsSUMPSIT. The declaration stated that in consi- 

that io con- deration that the plaintiff would enter the employ of the 

plaintiffwould defendant as superintendent for a year, the defendant 

enter the de- promised to retain and employ him therein for a year. 

ploy, the de- Averment, that the plaintiff entered the defendant's em- 

mised to reuin pW> ^"^ ^^^^ always been ready and willing, and then 

Wm tSrom offered to remain in the defendant's employ, yet that the 

for a year. defendant discharged him, &c. 

Avermeiit, 

that the plain- Plea. That the plaintiff did not offer to remain in the 

hath°(diayi" defendant's employ. 

been ready and Special demurrer, on the ground that the plea traversed 

then offered an immaterial &ct, and raised an immaterial issue. Joinder 

to remain in, . , 

the defendant's ^^ demurrer. 

employ. 
Plea, that 

^e plaintiff Needham in support of the demurrer. The plea raises 

did not offir . . • . 

to remain in, an immaterial traverse. An offer to remain was unneces- 

employ. ^ary. The declaration contains an averment of the plaintiff's 

snedid de^ willingness to remain, and that is sufficient to support the 

murrer, that action, 
the plea was 
bad, as raising 

*° ^"'"the" Bramwell was then called on to support the plea. Ac- 



issue 



gist of the cordine to the case of WUkinaon v. Gaston (a\ the traverse 

averment being ° ^ ^ / 

the readiness taken by the defendant is correct There it was held on 
offer to con- special demurrer, that a declaration was not double for 
defondan^s averring the plaintiff's readiness and willingness, as well as 
senrice. his tender to serve, and that issue might have been taken 

on the latter allegation alone. Lord Denmark in his 
judgment says. " As to the duplicity, though it was neces- 
sary that the plaintiff should be ready and willing to serve, 
it was also necessary that he should tender his service : and 
a single issue taken upon the tender would be enough." And 
Patteson^ J., also observes, *' In all actions for discharging a 

(a) 9 Q. B. 137, 145. 
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par^ employed, there is an allegation that the party offered 1849. 
to continue the service; and the question turns on that Wallis 
all^ation rather than on the willingness." Where the ^' 

plaintiff himself is to do an act to entitle himself to an 
action, he must either shew the act done, or if it be not 
done, at least that he has performed every thing that was 
in his power to do; 2 fVms, Sound. 352, in notis, 6th ed. ; 
BawsoH V. Johnson (a); Eden v. Thtrtb (b). 

Needham in reply. WUkinMon v. Gation is not in point 
The question there was, not whether the plea was immaterial, 
hot whether a declaration containing averments of readiness 
and willingness, and tender to serve was double, and the 
Court held properly that it was not On the other hand 
Jackson V. AUaumy (c), is a decisive authority in favour of 
the plaintiff. That was an action for refusing to accept certain 
quantities of iron mine ; the declaration alleged not only a 
readiness but also an offer to deliver. The defendant took 
issue on the offer ; and it was held on demurrer, that the 
plea was bad for traversing an immaterial allegation. 

Cur, adv, vuU. 

The judgment of the Court was now delivered by, 
Aldebson, B. — In this case we have taken time to con- 
sider in consequence of the case cited by the defendant's 
counsel of Wilkinson v. Gaston. If that case had been 
precisely in point, we must have deferred to its authority ; 
but on examining it carefully we do not think it to be so. 
The point before us did not directly arise in that case. 
There the question was whether the declaration was bad 
for duplicity; and it clearly was not; and although there 
was an objection also taken to it by special demurrer that 
the statement in the declaration, that the plaintiff was 

(a) 1 East, 202. (c) 7 Scott N. R. 875 ; S. C. 

(b) 10 M. & W. 635; S. C. 2 6 M. & G. 942 ; ante, vol. 1, p. 
DowL459, N. S. 919. 
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BM9. nadr mad vffiog t& jcrre, aod oAend fiD ame might 
ffaiii the rtfirniiinf in t i raJIii g , j<et k btcij pQanhle 
the Court migbt dunk ochcrrae, aod tktt k cooU not 
iBiluii— faim in p l rMJiiig to the dg iLigjii oo; and if that 
were 90, it was mne sofplungt^ which could not, even on 
special d emmiq, make the dedantioQ faadL The dkia to 
which we weie l e fai e d of the Judges in the comae of that 
case, do not seem dtefefcte rairaaii far that decision, and 
with the decision itself we see no groond to di& a gi ee. But 
independendj of that authority it seems to ts dear that 
the tnrene of the arennent by diis plea is whoUj nnma- 
teriaL The charge against the defendant brdiis declaration 
is the wrongfbl dismJasal of the plaintiff bj the d^endanL 
The declaration states that the plaintiff was ready and wil- 
ling to senre, and oflfered to senre the defendant The gist 
of this arerment is the readiness^ which implies as we think, 
also the ability and willingness of the plaintiff to continue 
the serrices from which the defendant wioogfiillj d ismi ss e d 
him. If the {daintiff therefore was ready and willing^ it 
was not at all necessary that he should ofier, to continue in 
the sendee of the defendant, when he was once sent wrong- 
fully away. The issue therefore raised as to this by the 
defendant's plea is wholly immateriaL Even if it had been 
found for the defendant instead of the plaintiff, still the 
plaintiff would have been cntided to recover. We therefore 
think that the demurrer to the plea must be allowed. 

Judgment for the Plaintiff. 
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1849. 



Tinkler v. Hildbr. 

1 HIS was an action of trespass for breaking and entering A party who 
a room of the plaintiff, and seizing and taking certain goods coBtTunSera 

and chattels of the plaintiff, and convertinfl: them to the ^^^S^** ^l^^> 

* o cannot sub- 

defendant's use, &C. sequently 

It appeared from the affidavits, that a person named John validity. 

Chaplin had recovered judgment against William Clarke, /p^^^ ^. 

io the county of Kent; and that a fi. fa. had issued on the wntiente), that 

/ the 9 & 10 

judgment directed to the defendant, as bailiff of the Court, Vict. c. 95, 
to levy the amount The present plaintiff occupied a room empowen ^ 
in the house of Clarke, and the defendant, in obedience to qI^ ^Caart 
the writ, entered the room and seized the goods in the to adjudicate 
declaration mentioned. The plaintiff subsequently claimed made "to or 
the goods as her property, but they were sold, and the l^I^J^^ 
proceeds were paid to the execution creditor. The present ?fc., "uken 

* , * * in execution 

action was then commenced. On the 24th of February, under the pro- 
the defendant having obtained six days time to plead, served Court, applies 
the plaintiff with the following summons :— |^ ^J!^ rf^* 

treipaases 

^ In the County Court of Kent, Gravesend. upon the 

Between John Chaplin, Plaintiff, and William Clarke, ho^"*the 
Defendant. ^»r»« <i 

seizing the 

** You are hereby summoned and required to appear at goods, as well 
a Court to be holden on the 9th of March next, at the of theg^i 
Town Hall, at the hour of ten in the forenoon, touching "^'"^ 
a claim made by you to certain goods and chattels seized 
and taken in execution under process issued out of this 
Court in this action, and in default of your then estab- 
lishing such claim, the said goods and chattels will be sold 
according to the exigency of the said process. And take 
notice that you are hereby required, five days before the 
said ninth day of March next, to deliver to the officer in 
charge of the said process, or to leave at my office in 
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Gravesend, a particular of the goods and chattels so 
claimed by you, and of the grounds of your claim." 

" Given under the seal of the Court, this 24th of 
February, 1849. 

Francis Southgate, 

Clerk of the said Court." 
To Charlotte Tinkler. 

The defendant having neglected to plead within the six 
days, interlocutory judgment was signed. On the 9th of 
March, the plaintiff's attorney attended at the County 
Court, and objected that the defendant had no right to 
require the plaintiff and the execution creditor to inter- 
plead, inasmuch as interlocutory judgment had already 
been signed in the present action, and also because the 
goods had been sold and the proceeds paid over to the 
execution creditor. The Judge, however, refused to allow 
the objection, and adjudicated that the plaintiff had no 
claim to the goods. A writ of inquiry was then issued 
and executed on the 14th of March, at Maidstone, when 
the jury assessed the damages at 352., being for the wrongful 
entry into the plaintiff's apartment, the seizure of the goods, 
and the special damage resulting therefrom. Immediately 
before the execution of the writ, a peremptory summons 
was granted by Parhcy B., to set aside the judgment and 
all subsequent proceedings, on the ground that the action 
had been brought in respect of the seizure of goods under 
a warrant of execution out of the County Court, at the 
suit of Chaplin v. Clarke, in respect of which a claim had 
already been made by the plaintiff, and adjudicated on 
under the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95. The summons was attended 
the following morning, when the learned Judge, after 
hearing counsel, made the order absolute on payment of 
the costs of the day, of and the execution of the writ 
of inquiry. The costs were taxed, and were afterwards 
received by the plaintiff. 
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JHanner now moved for a rule calling upon the defendant 1 849. 
to shew cause why thb order should not be set aside. tinkleii 
Although an adjudication has been made by the County ^' 

Court Judge of the claim to the goods, the plaintiff may 
bring an action of trespass against the officer for breaking 
her house to take them. The question turns on the 11 8th 
section of the 9 & 10 Vict c 95. There is a difference 
between the language employed in that section and that 
used in the Interpleader Act, 1 & 2 Wm. 4, c. 58, s. 6, the 
expression in the latter being ** claims" to ^' such goods," and 
in the former " any claim" " to or in respect of any goods." 
" In respect o^" however, was inserted in the subsequent 
enactment to meet, not only claims of ownership, but 
qualified claims, such as lien, &c. ; Ford t. Bayntan(a). 
Taking it, therefore, for granted that the two acts are 
substantially the same, and their provisions apply only to 
cases of claims of ownership, the Judge had no right to 
interfere ; HoUier v. Laurie {b\ There, goods of A. seized 
under a fi. fa., were restored to her on the establishment of 
her right upon an issue under the Interpleader Act She 
subsequently brought trespass against the sheriff for 
breaking and entering her house ; and the Court refused 
to stay proceedings, holding the relief afforded to the 
sheriff by the 1 & 2 Wm. 4, c 58, s. 6, to be confined to 
disputed claims to the goods seized, and their proceeds. 
Secondly, this b a claim for consequential damage, and 
the 9 & 10 Vict c 95, invests the Judge with no authority 
to decide on such a claim. If the words ** in respect oP' 
are to receive the extended meaning sought to be given to 
them, then the officer would be protected if he committed 
an assault in taking the goods. 

Rule nisi. 

On a subsequent day, 

Hawkins shewed cause. The officer had a right to 

(a) I DowL 357. 

(6) 3 C. B. 334 ; S. C. anie, vol. 4, p. 205. 
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1849. enter the plaintiff's house, and if the construction now 
TiNKLBR contended for be allowed to prevail, then there would be 
<^* no protection to him. Besides, this is clearly a claim to 

the goods. [Parke, B. — If no goods were taken, then the 
Judge would have no jurisdiction under this section ; but 
when goods are taken, the claim should be as well in 
respect of them as to them, so that he ought to claim both 
for the injury done to the house by breaking it, and com- 
pensation for the taking of the goods; and the Judge 
should adjudicate upon such claim, and make such order 
between the parties in respect thereof, and of the costs of 
the proceedings, as to him should seem fit] But further, 
having adopted the order and accepted the costs, the 
plaintiff cannot now raise any objection to its validity; 
Kitiff V. Simmonds (a). There, Lord Denman says, ^^ the 
order may have been vnrong, but you cannot object to it 
The receipt of the costs imposes a personal disability on 
you f Kennard v. Harris (b) ; Pearce v. Chaplin (c). [He 
was then stopped by the Court, who called upon] 

Hannaiy in support of the rule, to answer the last 
objection. The cases cited may be distinguished. In 
them the costs received were given by the order, and could 
not have been obtained unless it was valid. Here, the 
plaintiff was entitled to her costs by virtue of the judgment, 
and quite independent of the order made by the learned 
Judge. \Parkey B. — You could only have received the 
amount awarded on the supposition that the order was 
valid ; and you cannot now be permitted to say that the 
order is good for certain purposes, but bad for others.] 

Pollock, C. B. — I am of opinion that this rule should 
be dischai^ged. It might be discharged simply on the 
narrow ground, that it is an application to set aside a 

(a) 7 Q. B. 292, 3, D. (a) ; S. C. & R. 272. 
€tHte, vol. 2, p. 786. (c) 9 Q. B. 802. 

(*) 2 B. & C. 801 ; S. C. 4 D. 
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Judge^s order, which the party seeking to set it aside had 1849. 
in fact adopted, by taking something under it; but I shall xinkler 
not abstain from expressing my opinion on the larger »• 

question. The County Courts* Act is a very beneficial act ; 
its object was at once to prevent litigation, and administer 
cheap justice ; and for this purpose the 1 18th section was 
introduced, by which a provision is made for claims arising 
out of the seizure of goods under execution from that Court 
(His Lordship read the section.) Now, in construing a 
statute like this, I think that it is our duty to suppress the 
grievance and advance the remedy. A different question 
might havef been raised if the trespass had been committed 
in the house of one person in the attempt to seize goods 
belonging to another. But here the same individual is 
owner of the house and goods, and the respective claims 
for them cannot be separated. I throw out these obser- 
vations^ but do not intend by them to express a final or 
decided opinion upon the subject The rule, however, will 
be dischaiged, on the ground first stated. 

Parke, B. — I also am of the same opinion. I think that 
this rule must^be discharged on the ground stated by my 
Lord. On the other ground, having heard Mr. HannerCs 
able argument in moving for the rule, and having given it 
my full consideration, I see no reason to doubt the propriety 
of my original order. If the superior Courts were not pos- 
sessed of the power of staying vexatious actions like the 
present, the law would be in a very defective state. 

KoLFB, B., concurred. 

Platt, B. — I also am of opinion that this rule should be 
discharged, not because the order was in itself valid, but 
because the plaintiff adopted it If a Judge who had no 
authority to do so were to make an order for the stay of 
proceedings in an action, on payment of costs, and the 
plaintiff were to accept the costs, he could not afterwards 

VOL. VIL F D. & L. 
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V. 
HiLDER. 



1849. turn round and dispute the validity of that order. As to 
Tinkler ^^^ Other question, I must confess that, in the way in which 
I read the 118th section, I do not perceive in it the force 
which has been attributed to it Suppose a person, not the 
debtor, has goods in his own house, and the bailiff breaks 
the outer door in order to seize them, can it be said that 
the Judge of the County Court has the power under this 
section to award compensation to the party for the injury 
thus sustained? I find nothing of the kind in it. It refers 
to a claim respecting goods. The words are, " if any claim 
shall be made to or in respect of any goods or chattels 
taken in execution under the process of any Court holden 
under this act, or in respect of the proceeds or value thereof, 
by any landlord for rent, or by any person not being the 
party against whom such process has issued, it shall be 
lawful for the clerk of the Court," " to issue a summons 
calling before the said Court" the parties making the claim ; 
and thereupon any action which shall have been brought 
shall be stayed ; and the section goes on to say, that '* the 
Judge of the County Court shall adjudicate upon such 
claim ;" — not that he shall assess the damages for the tres- 
pass, — "and make such order between the parties,"— the 
claimant and the execution creditor, — "in respect thereof 
and of the costs of the proceedings, as to him shall seem 
fit." I think, therefore, that this section is applicable only 
to claims for the taking and keeping of goods, and I do 
not see why a man on whose house a trespass has been 
committed, should be deprived of his remedy by action, 
which he would be, if the construction contended for were 
to be adopted. 

Rule dischai^ged. 
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1849. 



Dow V. Bell. 

jfcf ORN moved, during the sittings after Term, to make A role for 
a rule absolute for judgment as in case of a nonsuit on in cue of a 
affidavit of service. The rule nisi had been obtained ^"^"^^de"^ 
durinff Trinity Term, and the rule made absolute on the «ibsolute on 

° "^ , the last day 

last day of Terra. The Master, however, after the expi- of Term. The 
ration of the Term, having discovered that the affidavit of theexpiration 
service was defective, refused to draw up the rule. By the u^*^^^™' 
1 & 2 Vict c. 32, s. 1, it is enacted, that " it shall be lawful covered a 
for the Courts of Queen's Bench, Common Pleas, and affidavit of 
Exchequer, at their discretion, to hold sittings in banc in f|^d^to7raw 
time of Vacation, at such times as are now by law appointed 2! ^*'^™Jf' 
for holding sittings at nisi prius in London and Middlesex, during the 
for the purpose of disposing of business then pending and Term, on an 
undecided in such Courts respectively." By sect. 2 it is 3^^"^^de ' 
further provided, " that such sittings" " may be holden by *^« ™*® 
virtue of a rule or order of the said Courts respectively to be 
made in or out of Term, whereof a week's notice shall be 
published in the London Gazette^ and affixed in some con- 
spicuous place on the outside of such Courts respectively 
making such order, and also in the Chambers of the Judges 
or Barons of the same Courts respectively," in the form given 
by the act By virtue of these provisions, a rule was made 
and published on the 4th of June, appointing the present 
sittings. The rule stated that the Court would, at such 
sittings, proceed in disposing of the business then pending 
in the paper of new trials, in the paper of special cases, and 
in the paper of demurrers, and in disposing of the motions 
and applications which should then have been made and 
should be then pending, and in giving judgment in all cases 
then standing for judgment. It was contended that the 
motion could now be properly made. [Aldersouy B. — Can 
we, during these sittings, hear any other rules argued but 
those which could have been inserted in the peremptory 

F 2 
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1849. 



Dow 

V. 

Bell. 



paper? Had you enlarged your rule, it would then have 
been a pending rule.] The present may be considered as 
a pending rule. The defect was discovered too late to have 
it enlarged. 



Per Curiam (a). — We are of opinion, that under the 
circumstances, the rule may be considered as a pending 
rule, and that it may therefore be now made absolute. 

Rule absolute. 

(a) Parke, B.. Alderson, B., RoJfe, B., and Plait, B. 



The Leeds and Thirsk Railway Company r. 

Fearnley. 

UEBT. The first count of the declaration stated that the 
defendant was the holder of divers, to wit, ten shares in the 
said company, and was indebted to the said company in a 
large sum of money, to wit, the sum of 300/. parcel, &c., in 
an infant ; and respect of a Certain call of, to wit, the sum of 52. upon each 
time of his of the Said shares, and of a certain other call, to wit, the sum 
h^W^ofihe^ of 21 10*. upon each of the said shares; (it then averred 
shares in re- fjye other calls in the same form); whereby an action had 

spect of which '^ . /. i ^ . , 

the calls were accrued to the said company by virtue of the Companies 
ma e, e was (^i^nges Consolidation Act, 1845, and the Leeds and 



To an action 
for calls, the 
defendant 
pleaded, that 
at the time of 
roakinfi^ the 
calls he was 



Hartlepool Railway Act, 1846, &c. 

The defendant, who appeared by attorney, pleaded thirdly, 
as to so much of the said first count as relates to five of the 
said calls, and as to the debt and causes of action in that 



an infant. 

Held, on 
special de- 
murrer, that 
the pleas were 
bad, as they 
did not shew 
that the de« 

fendant was a count mentioned as to those calls, that at the time of making 

shareholder by ^ 

contract, and 
had avoided it. 

He!d also, that the appearance by attorney is an act done in Court anterior and collateral 
to the pleadings, and not involving any issue on the pleadings ; and that, therefore, it cannot be 
considered as equivalent to an averment in the plea that the defendant was of full ag« before 
the commencement of the suit, or at the time of the plea pleaded. 



Fkarnlby. 
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of those five calls, and each of them, and of the contracting 1849. 
of the debt in respect of the same, the defendant was an lked§ and 
infant within the age of twenty one years, to wit, of the age Thiebk 
of twenty years. Verification. _ ». 

And, fourthly, as to so much of the said first count as 
related to the two remaining calls, and as to the debt and 
causes of action in that count mentioned as to those two 
calls, that at the time of the defendant's becoming and 
being holder of the said shares for and in res{)ect of which 
those two calls were made, and of the contracting of the 
said debt in respect of those two calls, the defendant was an 
infant within the age of twenty-one years, to wit, of the age 
of twenty j'ears. Verification. 

Special demurrer to both pleas assigning for cause, 
(inter alia), that they were pleaded to a supposed contract 
made between the plaintifis and the defendant, whereas no 
such contract was alleged to have been made ; that it was 
uncertain what was meant by the contracting in the pleas 
mentioned; that they did not suflBciently confess and avoid 
the portions of the count to which they were respectively 
pleaded, and did not shew with suflBcient certainty why the 
defendant should not pay, or was not indebted for the calls 
made in respect of shares of which he was the holder ; and 
that they did not deny with certainty that the defendant 
was the holder of the shares, or was holder before at the 
time of making the calls. 

Joinder in demurrer. 

CowUng in support of the demurrer. The pleas afibrd no 
defence to the action. The declaration is in the general 
form given by the statute 8 & 9 Vict c 16, s. 26. To 
this the defendant appears by attorney and merely pleads, 
that at the time of making the contract he was an infant. 
He must be considered therefore to have arrived at full 
age, and to be still the holder of the shares. [Parhe^ B. — 
The fact of his appearance by attorney cannot be taken as 
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1 849. a proof of his being of age. It may afford some presumption 

Leeds and ^^^^ ^^ ^ ^^ ^®» ^^^ ^^ ^ "®* * traversable allegation. At 
Thirsk any rate the point cannot be argued on this demurrer.] 
V. The case is distinguishable from that of the Newry and 

Enniskillen Railway Company v. Coombe (a) ; for there the 
contract was expressly repudiated. The statute contem- 
plates the possibility of an infant becoming a shareholder. 
By sect. 22 it is provided, that the company shall be em- 
powered to make calls, and that '^ every shareholder shall 
be liable to pay the amount of the calls so made, in respect 
of the shares held by him, to the persons and at the times 
and places from time to time appointed by the company. 
Sect. 29 enacts, that ^* if any shareholder fail to pay any call 
payable by him," *' the directors, at any time after the expi- 
ration of two months from the day appointed for payment 
of such call may declare the share in respect of which such 
call was payable forfeited." There could be no forfeiture of 
an infant's shares, unless there was an antecedent liability, 
for he could not be said to have failed to pay. The shares 
might have come to him by will and if they had, the com- 
pany would be bound on his demand, under the provisions 
of sect. 18, to register him as a shareholder, and the fact of 
infancy would furnish no valid excuse for their omission so 
to do. If, therefore, he be entitled to participate in the 
advantages of being a shareholder, he must also, according 
to the rule of " transit terra cum onere," be held to be liable 
to the burthens. If he were to transfer the shares, the 
transfer would be valid ; Corpe v. Overton {b) ; Tfie Earl of 
Buckingkam v. Drury {c\ [PorAe, B., referred to the case of 
Manby v. Scott (d), where it is said, if an infant give or sell 
goods, and deliver them with his own hand, he shall have 
no action of trespass against the donee by reason of the 
delivery.] The Cork and Bandon Railway Company v. 

(fl) 3 Exch 566. (c) 3 Bro. P. C. 492. 

(6) 10 Bing. 252; S. C. 3 M. (rf) 1 Mod. 124. 

h Scott, 738. 
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Cazenave (a), is in point, and the CoiHt will be governed 
by that decision. At any rate the pleas are bad in form. 
If the defendant intended to dispute his liability as a share- 
holder, he should have traversed the allegation in the 
declaration that he was a shareholder. IFarke, B. — He 
does not deny that he is the holder of the shares, but 
contends that by reason of his being an infant he is not 
liable for calls.] [^CmoUnff referred also to Bac. Abr.^ 
tit « Infancy (F) ;" and Evelyn v. Chichester (b) ] 



1849. 



Lekos and 

Thirbk 
Railway Ca 

V. 
FEAaMLBY. 



Prentice^ contr^ The pleas differ in form from those 
in The Newry and Enfuskillen Railway Company v. 
Coombe ; but they arc in substance more correct. Infancy 
is prima facie a good answer to an action, and any 8}>ecial 
matter, such as ratification, &c., should have been pleaded 
in reply ; JVUUaau v. Moor (c) ; Cohen v. Armstrong (d). 
[Parke^ B. — Those cases differ from the present in this, 
that they were contracts to purchase. Should you not 
have gone on and shewn repudiation. He referred to 
Ketsey^s case (e).] The question there was not as to the 
replication. [Parhe^ 6. — In the case of an action on an 
ordinary contract, it is enough to plead infancy, and any 
new matter, such as a ratification, should come by way of 
replication, but in that of a profitable purchase, (and an 
infant certainly can purchase), would it be sufficient merely 
to allege infancy, without going on to say that the defend- 
ant has since repudiated the contract?] There is no 
particular mode of repudiating a contract by an infant. 
If such a repudiation be necessary, it has been effected by 
the mere statement in the plea of the defendant's infancy. 
There is nothing too, to shew that he has arrived at full 
age. It is said that that is evidenced by his appearance by 
attorney. That fact, however, is by no means conclusive. 



(a) 10 Q. B. 935. 
(6) 3 Burr. 1717. 
(c) 11 M. & W. 256; S. C. 



2 Dowl. 993. N. S. 
(rf) 1 M. & S. 723. 
(e) Cro. Jac. 320. 
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1849. [He referred to Shato v. Rowley (a), and The Belfast and 

Lf.kds and C^^'nty Doum Railway Company v. Strange (4).] 
Thirsk 
Railway Co. ^ ,. ,. , 

9. CowUng replied. 

'"""^- • Cur. adv. vuU. 

The judgment of the Court was now delivered by 
RoLFEy B. — This was an action by the company for calls, 
and there were two pleas. In one of them the defendant 
pleaded, that at the time of the making of five of the calls 
(there were seven altogether made) he was an infant ; and 
the other plea was, that at the time he became the holder 
of the other shares he was an infant. To these pleas there 
was a demurrer. The pleas, in this case, do not contain 
the allegation on which this Court proceeded in dis- 
tinguishing the recent case of the Netory and JSnniskillen 
Railway Company v. Coombe (c) from that of the Cork and 
Bandon Railway Company v. Cazenove(d). There is no 
averment here that the defendant was the original con- 
tractor for the shares with the company, nor that he 
avoided the contract as there was in that case. The 
defendant in the present case may have received the shares 
by will, or by devolution upon him by operation of law, or 
have purchased them from the original contractor, and he 
cannot be assumed to have repudiated them. T/ie Cork 
and Bandon Railway Company v. Cazenove, decided under 
these circumstances, that an infant was bound: we shall 
therefore act on that case. 

We do not see how we can infer from the pleadings in 
this case, that the defendant was of full age at the com- 
mencement of the suit, as the Court of Queen's Bench did 
from the pleadings before them, which pleadings are not 
fully reported (rf), the admission of full age being one of 

(a) 16 M. & W. 810. the Jurist, vol. 11, p. 802. It has 

{b) 1 Exch. 730. since been reported in 10 Q. B. 

(c) 3 Exch. 565. 935. (Note hy reporters.) 

(d) The case was cited from 
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the grounds on which the Court proceeded in that case. 1849. 
We think we cannot consider that admission to be made ; lbkds and 
for his appearance by attorney, — the only matter in this « '^*"**'(v> 
plea firom which such an inference can be drawn, — is not «. 

equivalent to an averment in the plea that the defendant 
was of full age before the commencement of the suit, or at 
the time of the plea pleaded. It is an act done in Court 
by the defendant anterior and collateral to the pleadings, 
and not involving any issue on the plea. The defendant, 
if an infiint, may reverse the judgment in a Court of error, 
whatever the result of the issue may be. 

But the Court of Queen's Bench did not proceed on 
that ground only, nor only on the ground that the statute 
made all infants liable, in which we cannot concur, as we 
have already decided in the case of the Newry and Ennis^ 
ktUtn Railway Company v. Coambe, but also on the ground 
stated by Lord Denman, that if there were any special 
circumstances that prevented the defendant from being 
liable, it ought to have been shewn by the defendant (a). 
The case in the Queen's Bench, being in this respect 
exactly like the present, governs it; and there must be 
judgment for the plaintiff. 

Judgment for the Plaintiff. 

(0) See note (cQ on the opposite page. 



Ness v. Abmstbong. 

M HIS was a scire facias against the defendant as a member Bj the deed 
of the North of England Joint Stock Banking Company, of ajoinntock 
to recover a sum of money, for which the plaintiff had ^J^»"^«>™- 

provided, that 
the executor of a deceased shareholder should not be a member of the company in respect of 
inch shares, but that he should be at liberty to sell the shares, or, at his option, to become a 
member, on complying with certain provisions therein coittained ; and that if he did not elect 
to become a member, he should be entitled to all dividends accruing due before his title as 
executor accrued, but to none subsequently. 

The defendant, the executor of a deceased shareholder, received a dividend in respect of the 
testator's shares, but did not comply with the provisions for becoming a member. The shares 
were entered in the return to the Stamp OiBce as the property of the executor. 

Sddf that he was not liable to be sued in scire facias as a member of Uie company. 
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1849. obtained juc^ment against the public officer. The plaintiff, 
by his writ c^ scire facias, alleged that the defendant was 
at the time of issuing the writ a member of the company, 
and that allegation was traversed by the plea The case 
came on for trial before Cresswett, J., at the last Summer 
Assizes for Northumberland, when the following facts 
appeared. The defendant was the executor, and had 
proved the will of one Hedley, who, at his decease in May 
1844, was a duly registered shareholder in the company. 
The defendant, had ^uce the testator's death, received on 
one occasion at least the dividends, which accnied due in 
respect of the testator's shares, after the decease of the 
latter ; but he had done no other act to make himself a 
shareholder. In the Stamp Office return of 1 845, Hedley's 
shares were described as belonging to Hedley's executor. 
The deed of settlement of the company was put in. By 
the 28th clause it was provided, that the husband of any 
female shareholder, or the executor of any deceased share- 
holder, should not be a member of the company, in respect 
of such shares ; but that he should be at liberty to sell the 
shares, or at his option to become a member, on complying 
with the provisions thereinafter contained. The 29th 
clause provided, that any executor desirous of becoming 
a member of the company in respect of his testator's shares, 
should give notice in writing at the banking house of the 
company in Newcasde of such his desire, specifying the 
shares in respect of which he claimed to be a member, and 
thereupon he should become a member in respect of such 
shares, and should have the same transferred into bis name 
accordingly, and should perform personally the duties, 
as if he were the owner. By clause 30, the executor of 
a deceased shareholder who should not under clause 29, 
elect to become a member, was to be entitled to all 
dividends accruing due before his title as executor accrued, 
and was not to be entitled to any accruing due afterwards. 
By clause 31, all parties in whom any shares vested as 
executor, were required to execute the deed of settlement 
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within six months after notice in writing for that purpose, 1849. 
otherwise their shares were to be forfeited (a). ^"nms 



The learned Judge being of opinion that, on this state 
of &cts the plaintiff was entitled to recover, directed the 
jury to find a verdict for him ; at the same time reserving 
leave to the defendant to move to enter a nonsuit 

A rule having been accordingly obtained, 

Knowles and Manisty shewed cause (h). The plaintiff 
is clearly entitled to recover. If it be held that he is not, 
then the property of the deceased shareholder cannot be 
reached, since no other form of suing could be adopted but 
that which is given by the statute ; Stetoard v. Greaves (c) ; 
Barker v. Buttress (d); Richetts v. Bowhay (f). A liability 
can be imposed on the executor of a deceased shareholder, 
only by proof of his compliance with the provision of the 
deed of settlement, and of his having thus become a 
member of the copartnership; and there was sufficient 
evidence to lead to the conclusion that the present de- 
fendant had so become a member. Dividends had been 
received by him, and he is accordingly precluded from 
disputing his liability. A person who, by his words or 
conduct, leads others to believe in the existence of a certain 
state of things, and to act on that belief, is estopped from 
subsequently averring that a different state of things 
existed at that period; Pickard v. Sears (/). At any rate 
his admissions may be used as evidence against him ; 
Slatterie v. Pooley (y) ; Tlte Cheltenham, Sfc. Railway Com- 
pany V. Daniel (h) ; Whitwell v. Thompson (i). He has par- 
ticipated in the profits, and that also would be evidence of 

(a) The foregoing statement of (e) 3 C. B. 889. 

facts is taken from the judgment (/) 6 A. & E. 469; S. C. 2 N. 
of the Court. & P. 488. 

{b) In last Easter Term. ig) 6 M. & W. 664. 

(c) 10 M. & W. 711; S. C. 2 (A) 2 a B. 281. 
Dowl. 485, N. S. (0 1 Esp. 68. 

(d) 7 Bea. 134. 
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1849. his being a partner; Grace v. Smith (a); PaU v. Eyton {b)\ 
jj^gg Waughy. Carver {c)\ Ex parte Hamper {d). 



9. 

Armstrong. 



Watson and Rew in support of the rule. There was no 
evidence in this case to fix the defendant with liability. 
All, that was proved was, that he was an executor, and 
that be had received a dividend. It should have been 
shewn that he was a member at the period when the scire 
facias issued, which should have been done bj proof that 
he had complied with the provisions of the deed of settle- 
ment. The acts which he performed were done merely 
in his representative character, and would not make him 
liable ; Ness v. Angas {e) ; HenshaU v. Roberts (/). The 
doctrine of estoppels with respect to a person, holding 
himself out to the world in a particular character, has been 
recently considered in the case of Freeman \. Cooke (ff\ and 
the views there expressed, would certainly not lead to the 
inference contended for on the other side. 

Cur» adv. vult 

Pollock, C. B., now delivered the judgment of the 
Court (A). — (After stating the &cts as above given, his 
Lordship proceeded thus) : In the case of Ness v. Angas ^ 
which was argued last Term, before my Brothers Rolfey 
Hatt, and myself, we had occasion to consider a question 
nearly the same as that arising upon the present case. 
There the defendant was not an executor of a deceased 
shareholder, but the husband of a female shareholder; 
and we decided that he was not liable, upon the principle, 
that, as he had not taken the steps which by the clause, to 



(a) 2 W. Bl. 998. (/) 5 East, 150. 

(b) 3 C. B, 32. (g) Ante, vol. 6, p. 187 ; S. C. 

(c) 2 H. Bl. 235. 2 Excb. 654. 

id) 17 Ves. 403. (A) Pollock, C. B., Rol/e, B/ 

(e) Ante, vol. 6, p. 646 ; S. C. and Piatt, B. 
3 Excb. 805. 
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which we have rererred, were necessary to make him a 1849. 
member as between himself and the other shareholders, 
he was not a member for the time being, within the true 
intent and meaning of the 7 Geo. 4, c. 46, s. 13 ; and 
we thought that the statutory execution there given, was 
applicable only to those who were actually shareholders, 
entitled as against the other shareholders to the rights of 
partners inter se. On the ailment of the present case, 
the plaintiff's counsel endeavoured to distinguish it from 
Ness V. AngaSf on the ground that there was evidence from 
which it might be inferred that the defendant had done all 
that the deed required, in order to entitle him, as executor, 
to become a member, (that is, that he had given the 
required notice in writing, and caused the shares to be 
transferred into his name, and had, if so required, executed 
the deed of settlement), inasmuch as the defendant in this 
case certainly received the dividends which accrued due 
after the testator's decease, and which he was not entitled 
to receive, unless he had previously become a member. 
But on the argument before us, we intimated our opinion 
that when my Brother Cresswell reserved leave to enter a 
nonsuit, he could not have intended that the plaintiff should 
have the benefit of any such point as that made by the 
plaintiff's counsel, and which the defendant's counsel con- 
tended was not a point made at the trial at all. We have 
consulted my Brother Cresswell^ and he informs us, that, 
though it was certainly understood that the plaintiff was 
to have the benefit, on the motion for a nonsuit, of the 
fact that the executor received the dividends which had 
accrued after the testator's decease, yet that was to be 
coupled with the fact that he had not otherwise caused 
himself to be a member. This excludes the notion of any 
inference to be deduced from the receipt of the dividends 
beyond the bare fact of the receipt itself; and this being 
so, the case is undistinguishable in principle from Ness v. 
Angasy decided immediately before the argument of the 
present case. There we held that the husband of a female 
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1849. 



Ness 

9. 

Armstrong. 



shareholder, who had not made himself a member by com- 
plying with the provisions of the deed of settlement, was 
not liable to execution under 7 Geo. 4, c. 46, s. 13, as a 
member for the time being ; and the same principle pre- 
cisely applies to the case of an executor of a deceased 
shareholder. The rule for the nonsuit must> therefore, be 
made absolute. 

Rule absolute. 



A bill for 
work done by 
one attorney 
as agent for 
another, is 
taxable under 
the 6 & 7 Vict, 
c. 73, 8. 37. 



Smith and Another v. Dimes. 

ISMYTHIES had obtained a rule, calling upon the 
plaintiffs to shew cause why their bill of costs should 
not be referred to the Master to be taxed. 

The plaintiffs as well as the defendant were attorneys ; 
and the bill was for business performed by the former for 
the latter, as his agents. 

An application to have it taxed had been made to 
Parkey B., at Chambers, who refused to interfere but 
referred the matter to the Court, directing that in the 
meantime all further proceedings should be stayed. 



Martin and fVilks shewed cause (a), llie Court has 
no power to order the taxation of a bill like the present 
By the 2 Geo. 2, c 23, s. 23, the Judges are empowered 
to refer attorneys' bills to the Masters to be taxed; but 
that was intended to apply merely to claims between 
attorneys and lay persons, and not to those between 
attorney and attorney. By the 12 Geo. 2, c. 13, s. 6, it 
is provided, that the preceding enactment should not 
extend to any bills, fees, or disbursements which should 
become due from one attorney to another. It has been 
said that this provision was deemed indispensable to define 



(a) In last Hilary Term. 
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and qualify the liability of agents under the earlier statute, 
and as the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, follows closely the language of 
that statute, without incorporating the exceptions contained 
in the 12 Geo. 2, c. 13, it is to be inferred that the design was 
that agency bills should be placed on the same footing with 
others. The 12 Geo. 2, c. 13, however, was framed for the 
purpose of dispensing with the necessity, not of taxation, 
but of the delivery of a bill. In JVeymauth v. Knipe (a), the 
Court of Common Pleas held, that they had no authority 
to order the taxation of attorneys' bills beyond that which 
was conferred on them by statute ; and that by the statute 
12 Geo. 2, c 13, s. 6, agent's bills were clearly exempted. 
And this case was recognised and acted on by the Queen's 
Bench in Cardale v. Bull (i). [Parhe^ B. — In Sandys v. 
Hornby (c). Lord Tenterden ruled, at nisi prius, that 3 Jac. 1, 
c. 7, 8. 1, the words of which are, '^ shall give a true bill 
onto their masters or clients," did not apply to agency 
business. Alderson, B. — There are several old cases where 
it has been held that an agent might recover without the 
delivery of a signed bill.] Nor does the recent statute of the 
6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, s. 37, alter the previously existing law. The 
object of the Legislature in passing that act was to protect 
laymen. It was also intended that only accounts, and not 
mere matters of private arrangement, such as agents' bills, 
should be brought under the revision of the Master. Be- 
rides, had it been intended that agents should be comprised 
within its provisions, they would after the doubts that had 
been entertained on the subject, have been specifically 
mentioned. And this presumption is strengthened by the 
fiK!t, that in many of the other sections they are expressly 
referred to by name. But the question has already been 
judicially considered and decided. In the case of In re 
Gedye (d), Coleridge^ J., held that an agent's bill was not 
taxable within 6 & 7 Vict c. 73, s. 37, and that case was 



1849. 



Smith 
and Another 

V. 

Dimes. 



(fl) 3 Bing. N. C. 387 ; S. C. 
6 Dowl. 495 ; 3 Scott. 764. 
(6) 4 a B. 611. 



(c) 1 M. & R. 33 ; 8. C. 4 C. 
& P. 520. 

(d) Ante, vol. 2, p. 915. 
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recognised in In re Simans (a). The case of In re Bit- 
ling {h\ will be referred to ; but on examination the bill 
will be found not to have been for agency business, the 
charges being upon the usual scale, as between attorney 
and client. 



Smythies in support of the rule. The argument on the 
other side is, first, that prior to the passing of 6 & 7 Vict 
c. 73, agents' bills were clearly not taxable ; and, secondly, 
that that statute has done nothing to alter the law as it 
previously stood. The case chiefly relied upon in support 
of the first point is Weymouth v. Knipe (c). But Weymouth 
V. Knipe is at variance with Dixon v. I^nt (d), and £!x parte 
Bearcroft {e\ and with what is stated to be the uniform 
practice ; Tidd^s Pract 332, 9th e<l. It has also been since 
overruled by Curling v. Sedger (y ), and Jones v. Roberts (g), 
where the Vice Chancellor says, " For a series of years it 
has been the established practice of thb Court, to direct the 
taxation of an agent's bill on the application of the solicitor 
who employed him." ** If then I find that this practice has 
prevailed in this Court, for a long series of years, it appears 
to me that I am bound to adopt and follow it, notwith- 
standing the opinion expressed by the Judges of the Court 
of Common Pleas in Weymouth v. KnipeJ* In Weymouth ▼• 
Knipe^ too, the decision turned principally on the ground 
that the Court had no common law jurisdiction to tax 
agents' bills ; but the contrary doctrine has been laid down 
in Clarkson v. Parker (A), where this Court held that they 
had a general jurisdiction, independently of the 2 Geo. 2, 
c. 23, to order an attorney to deliver a bill of costs ; and in 
Williams v. Griffith (t), where they decided that an attor- 



(a) Ante, vol. 3, p. 156. 

{b) Ante, vol. 5, p. 126 ; S. C. 
1 Exch. 14. 

(c) 3 Bing. N. C. 387 ; S. C. 
5 Dowl. 495 ; 3 Scott, 764. 

(rf) 1 Doug. 199, n. (1). 

(e) Id. 200, n. (1). 



(/) 6 Scott. 678 ; S. C. 6 DowL 
759 ; 4 Bing. N. C. 743. 

ig) 8 Sim. 397. 

(A) 4 M. & W. 532 ; S. C. 7 
Dowl. 87. 

(f ) 6 M. & W. 32 ; S. C. 8 
Dowl. 414. 
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nej*8 bill, containing a taxable item, after action brought, 1849. 

should be referred to taxation. But whatever may have Siiith 

been the old law on the subject, there can be no doubt •>«* Another 

that the Legblature, in passing the 6 & 7 Vict, c 73, Dncss. 

intended that agents' bills should be subject to taxation. 

In Garland v. Carlisle (a), Parke, J., says, " I take it to be 

clearly the duty of Courts to construe acts of Parliament only ; 

and that duty is to be performed by construing them accord-^ 

ing to the legal, ordinary, and grammatical sense of the words 

used; unless such construction would be inconsistent with 

the purpose of the Legislature, express or implied, or lead to 

some manifestly unreasonable or absurd consequence; in 

which cases the language may be qualified so as to obviate 

the inconsistency or mischief, but no further." The words 

in the present act, are, that no attorney shall bring any 

action for any fees, charges, or disbursements, without first 

delivering a bill, and that the Courts may refer such bill to 

taxation. The language is similar to that of the 2 Geo. 2, 

c. 23, s. 23 ; and, it is conceded, that it was necessary to 

qualify the meaning of that act by the introduction into 

the 12 Gea 2, c 13, of the clause excepting agents' bills. 

The inference, therefore, is irresistible, that the more recent 

enactment, being silent as to that exception, was designed 

to have the more extended operation, and include bilb like 

the present. 

Cur. adv. vulL 

Pollock, C. 6., now delivered the judgment of the 
Court — This case, which was an application to tax an 
agency bill, on which an action had been brought, was 
aigued in Hilary Term last, by Mr. Smythiesy in support of 
the application, and by Mr. Martin and Mr. WiUes against 
it 

All the authorities on the subject of the taxation of an 
agent's bill before and since the stat 6 & 7 Vict c. 73, were 

(a) 2 C. & M. 31, 73, 4. 

VOL. YtL G D. & L. 
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1849. brought to our attention. They are not uniform, even 

Smith 8>nce that Statute; but we think, on considering those 

and Another authorities and the language of the statute, we have the 

Dim Fs. power to refer such a bill for taxation ; and, therefore, the 

rule must be absolute. 

This question depends entirely on the statute law ; for, 
according to the more recent authorities, the Courts of law 
have no jurisdiction to tax an agent's bill by their common 
law authority, even though an action had been brought 
upon it This was decided in the cases of Weymonth 
v. Knipe (a), and Cardak v. Butt {b) ; though the Courts 
of equity have held that they have the power ; Jones v. 
Roberts (c) ; and though, prior to the above decision. Courts 
of law had commonly exercised it. It is also perfectly 
clear that the Courts of law had not this jurisdiction 
according to the statute law as it stood at the time of the 
passing of the 6 & 7 Vict, c 73. The 12 Geo. 2, c 13, s. 6, 
having expressly taken all bills between attorney and 
attorney out of the operation of the 2 Geo. 2, c. 23, the 
Courts could not have the power to tax agency bills by 
virtue of the stat. 2 Geo. 2. It was so held in the cases of 
Weymouth v. Knipe^ and Cardak v. Butt, above cited. 

In the case of In re Gedye (c/), in the year 1845, after the 
passing of the 6 & 7 Vict c 73, it was held by Coleridge^ J., 
that the new statute did not apply to agency bills ; and 
that learned Judge thought that as the act expressly changed 
the then existing law so as to include the case of executors, 
and also every description of business, yet was silent as 
to any change with respect to agency bills, the inference 
was that such a change was not intended to take place. 
That decision was acquiesced in by the counsel on both 
sides, and acted upon by the same learned Judge in the 
case of In re Simons {e\ where an action was brought by 
one attorney against another for business done on his re- 

(a) 3 Bing. N. C. 387 ; S. C. (c) 8 Sim. 397. 
5 Dowl. 495 ; 3 Scott, 764. (rf) Ante, vol. 3, p. 916. 

(6) 4 Q, B. 611. (e) Ante, vol. 3, p. 156. 
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tainer. In another case, In re Simons (a), where one attorney 1849. 
sued another for business done as an advocate before an ^^^ 
arbitrator, Mr. Justice Pattesan held, that the bill was not •bA Another 
taxable. On the other hand, in the case of Billing v. Dimes. 
Cappock {b\ this Court decided that the bill of a London 
attorney, for going to Cambridge, and defending a person 
on a criminal charge, upon the credit and responsibility of 
another London attorney, was taxable under 6 & 7 Vict, 
c 73. Two of the learned Judges (Aldersony B., and 
Piatt, B. (c)), appear to have thought, that it was not an 
agency bill at all ; and I relied upon the case of Weymouth 
▼• Knipcj and intimated my opinion that the 12 Geo. 2, 
c. 13, alone prevented the power of taxation, by withdraw- 
ii^ agency bills from the operation of the 2 Gea 2, c. 23, 
and that it was the intention of the Legislature that the 
6 & 7 Vict c. 73, should have the same effect as the 
2 Geo. 2, c. 23, and include them. 

These authorities are not entirely satis&ctory to our 
minds, and are not decisive of the present question. 
The case in this Court may have been decided, on the 
ground that the bill there in question, was not an agency 
bill at all, but a claim of one attorney against another 
as a client; the case before Mr. Justice Pattesan, was 
not for business done in the character of an attorney ; and 
with respect to those before Mr. Justice Cokridge, if it was 
the operation of the 12 Geo. 2, c. 13, which alone deprived 
the Court of jurisdiction in taxing an agent's bill, which we 
are strongly inclined to think was the case, the reason ^ven 
by that learned Judge for the decision in the first case 
before him is not satisfactory, because the repeal of that 
statute, and no re-enactment of a similar provision does 
sufficiently indicate the intention of the Legislature to 
make a change in the jurisdiction of taxing attorneys' bills, 
as it existed at the time the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, passed, and it 
was unnecessary to say more. 

(a) Ante, vol 2, p. 500. (c) QHore PUUt, B. ? See the 

(6) 1 Ezch. 14 ; S. C. ante, vol. Reports. 

5, p. 126. 

G 2 
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1 849. In this state of the author! ties, which are by no means con- 

^iTH elusive either way, we are called upon to say what is the true 
and Another construction of the 6 & 7 Vict c. 73. If under the 2 Geo. 2, 
Dimes. c. 23, before the 12 Geo. 2, c. 13, an agent's bill could 
be taxed, it cannot be doubted that it could be by virtue 
of the 6 & 7 Vict c. 73, which, though it repeals the former 
statute, gives more extensive powers of taxation to the Court 
than they had under it There are no cases that we are 
aware of between the 2 Geo. 2, c. 23, and the 12 Geo. 2, 
c. 13, that decide that point ; and in the absence of authority 
to the contrary we are strongly inclined to think that 
under 2 Geo. 2, c. 23, an agent's bill could be taxed, as 
I held in the case of Billing v. Coppock (a), above cited. 

Even admitting that the statute applies only to attorneys 
claiming costs against those who stand in the relation of 
clients to them, as the statute mentions only one party 
to be charged, it does not follow that the town attorney 
may not hold the country attorney liable, as being, as 
between them, his client; for there is no privity with the 
party plaintiff or defendant employing the country attorney, 
and he is certainly the only party to be charged by him. 

But even if this be not so, and the 2 Geo. 2, c. 23, did not 
apply to attorneys' agents claiming against attorneys, their 
principals, we are not to conclude that the 6 & 7 Vict c. 73, 
does not ; for the former statute is repealed, and the latter 
statute is much more extensive in its operation than the 
former was. It requires a bill to be delivered, and gives 
a power of taxing a bill not merely for "fees, charges, or 
disbursements" at law or in equity ; — meaning fees, charges, 
and disbursements for business done in Courts of law and 
equity ;— but for " fees, charges, or disbursements for any 
business done by such attorney or solicitor." This does not 
mean for every description of business which a person, 
beinff an attorney or solicitor, does for another, but for 
such professional business as he is employed to do o^ an 
attorney or solicitor, — that is by reason of his character 

(a) I Exch. 14 ; S. C. ante, vol. 5, p. 126. 
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as an attorney or solicitor ; and we do not sec any ground 
for holding, that as an attorney in London is clearly 
employed by an attorney in the country solely because he 
is an attorney, he may not be bound to deliver his bill for 
such agency, and be liable to have it taxed. 

Such a bill is for business done by an attorney in respect 
of an employment in his professional character as such. 
The objection that the officer of the Court would not 
know on what scale of allowance the bill ought to be taxed, 
as it depends on the agreement of the parties, does not 
appear to us to be of any weight; for in the ordinary 
relation of attorney and client, an attorney may bargain 
with his client for less than the established amount of fees 
and disbursements, and the Master must ascertain what 
that bargain was, and take it into his consideration, and 
when the bill is for conveyancing and business not done in 
Court, the Master, or taxing officer, must ascertain the 
remuneration as well as he can, according to the contract 
of the parties, express or implied. 

And therefore we think that whether the 2 Geo. 2, c 23, 
did, or did not apply to agency bills, the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, does; 
and therefore the rule for taxing the bill must be absolute. 
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Rule absolute. 



Harvey v. Hamilton. 

Pearson had obtained a rule calling upon the plain- To a dcclara- 

tiff to shew cause why the judgment signed in this case sit, containing 

should not be set aside for irregularity. JiSSo°ry* 

The declaration was in assumpsit, and contained a note, with the 

*■ common 

count on a promissory note, with the common counts, counts, the 

defendant 
pleaded, first, 
as to tbe i&nt count, that he did not make the note ; and secondly, for a further plea to the 
whole declaration, non assumpsit. No rule to plead several matters bad been obtained. Judg- 
ment as for want of a plea having been signed by the pla'mtiff ; HM, that it was regular, as the 
seoond plea was to be considered as pleaded to the first, as well as to the last counU. 
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1849. The defendant pleaded two pleas; first, as to the first 

Hartey count, that he did not make the note ; and, secondly, " for 

V- a further plea to the whole declaration,'' non assumpsit* 

No rule to plead several matters had been obtained. The 

plaintiff thereupon signed judgment as for want of a plea. 

Gray shewed cause. The judgment signed in this case 
is perfectly regular. Bou^ld v. Edge (a\ which was 
relied on when the rule was moved for, is not in point. 
There the decision was, that the plaintiff was not entitled 
to treat as non issuable a plea that the defendant did not 
indorse, pleaded generally to a declaration containing a 
count on a bill of exchange, and an account stated, and 
that the judgment signed by him must be set aside. Here, 
however, the objection is not simply that the defendant has 
pleaded a non issuable plea, but that he has pleaded two pleas 
to the same count, without having obtained a rule to plead 
several matters. The second plea must, firom the nature 
of its commencement, be taken to be pleaded in bar of the 
action generally. Vere v. Goldsborough {b) may be cited as 
an authority for the defendant In that case, however, the 
pleas, though informally pleaded, were necessarily confined 
to each count 

Pearson^ in support of the rule. The judgment signed 
was irregular. Bousfield v. Edge is, if possible, a stronger 
case than the present, since there the defendant was under 
terms to plead issuably. The plaintiff's proper course was 
to move to set the plea aside ; Robeson v. EUis (c). [He 
also referred to Neale v. Proctor (d).] 

Per Curiam {e\ — The plaintiff was regular in signing 
judgment. The second plea clearly went to the whole 

(a) Ante^ vol. 5, p. 99 ; S. C. (c) Ante, vol. 6, p. 403. 

1 Exch. 89. (rf) 2 C. & K. 466. 

(6) 1 Scott, 265 ; S C. 1 Bing. (<?) FoUoch, C. B., Alderson, B., 

N. C. 363. Rolfe, B., and Piatt, B. 
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declaration, and several matters were therefore pleaded 1849. 
without any authority so to da The rule, however, may ^"h"^^'"^^' 
be made absolute on payment of costs by the defendant. 9. 

Hamilton. 
Rule accordingly. 



Gordon v. Rolt. 
1 RESPASS for breaking the plaintiff's crane. Where a ger- 

ni . M^ vftnt in the 

Plea not guilty. ordintry per. 

The cause was tried before Lord Denman at Winchester, [<?™»*»ce of 

' his master's 

at the last Spring assizes, when the following evidence was duty, but with. 
given. The plaintiff, who was an iron founder, had been ledge, uses 
employed to set up a crane in Portsmouth Dockyard, upon J^JotEer^ 
the understanding that, if approved of after trial, it was *°<^ injures it, 
to be purchased by the Government. The defendant held the proper 
a contract for the performance of several works in the same ^^muter. 
place ; and employed, as sub-contractor, a person of the 
name of Harvey. The workmen engaged by Harvey had 
used the crane for the purpose of severing the head of a 
pole, which had already been partially cut through, and 
in doing so had broken it. It was part of the defendant's 
duty under his contract to cut off the piles ; but he had 
never permitted either Harvey or the men to employ the 
crane for that purpose, nor did he know that they had done 
sa Harvey was aware that the men occasionally used 
the crane, although he had not given them any authority 
to use it for this purpose. The crane had not been affixed 
to the freehold. Under these circumstances, it was con- 
tended for the defendant, that he could not be liable for 
the acts performed by the servants of the sub-contractor; 
or that if he was, the form of action should have been case, 
and not trespass. The jury found that the injury had 
been occasioned by the acts of men employed in the 
ordinary performance of the defendant's work, and a verdict 
was given for the plaintiff, with leave to the defendant to 
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1 819. move to enter a nonsuit, should the Court be of opinion 
Q ^f"""^ ^^^ c«8G ^8s ^^^ proper remedy. 



V. 

ROLT. 



Cockbum, having accordingly obtained a rule nisi, 

Crawder and M. Smith shewed cause. The jury have 
found that the injury was done by the defendant's servants, 
while engaged in the ordinary performance of their duty. 
A contractor does not stand by and inspect the work, but 
employs others. The defendant may be said therefore to 
have himself caused the accident ; and is liable in trespass. 
The present rule has been obtained on the authority of 
M^Manus v. Crickett («). That however and other similar 
cases, are inapplicable to the present. The principle upon 
which they were decided, is, that the act done by the 
servant was a wrongful act from which the master was to 
derive no benefit. \^Parke, B. — If your servant is driving 
your cart for you, he is engaged in an occupation which 
is for your benefit; yet if he were to run over a man, 
you would not be liable in trespass, but case, unless you 
gave the order from which the accident resulted. Rolfe^ B. — 
You cannot make the master liable in trespass unless he 
himself performs the act, or orders another to do so. 
Parhey B. — If I send a servant to the post ; and he unin- 
tentionally knocks down a person, surely I would not be 
liable in trespass]. Here, the act is wilful, and done in the 
ordinary performance of the defendant's duty. [He referred 
to Leame v. Bray (b) ; M^LaughHn v. Pryor (c),] 

Parke, B. — The case oi M^Laughtin v. Pryor ^ was decided 
on the ground that the master was actually present, and sanc- 
tioned the particular act which caused the injury. The result 
of the cases is, that a master is only liable in trespass, where 
he has ordered the infliction of the injury, or commanded the 
performance of an act from which it must necessarily ensue. 
Here the injury was not occasioned by an act done by the 

(a) 1 East, 106. {c) 4 M. & G. 48 i & C. 4 Scott, 

{h) 3 East, 593. N. R 655. 
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servants in the ordinary performance of their master's 1849. 
commands. "T^^^ ' 

GoauoN 

V. 

RoLFE, B. — If it had been proved that the defendant 
had said to the men, ^* raise a weight of twenty tons with 
the crane, but take care that you do not break it,'' then I 
think that he might have been liable in trespass. No such 
evidence, however, was ^ven. 

Crowder and Maynard were not called on to support the 
rule. 



Per Curiam (a). — ^The rule must be absolute for enter- 
ing the nonsuit. 

Rule absolute. 

(a) Parke, B., Alderson, B., Ro^e, B., and Piatt, B. 



Wills v. Sutherland. 

vyOVENANT by the plaintiff, as secretary for the time A private act 
being of the Neptune Marine Insurance Company. The c xcHi.) con. 
declaration stated, that before and at the time of the making K^M^icom. 

pany, provided, 
that in all actions, &c to be " instituted*' "by or on behalf of the company.** either alone or jointly 
with other parties, it should be sufficient ** to proceed in the name of the secretary," &c, " as the 
nominal plaintiff,** &c. 

In an action of covenant for calls by the secretary of the company, the declaration stated, that 
at the time of making the call, 8tc,, the defendant was a shareholder; and that by a certain 
indenture in the said act mentioned, made between the several persons whose names and seals 
were or might be subscribed thereto, and who had sealed and delivered the same, or who might 
from thne to time seal and deliver the same, or a duplicate thereof, &c., of the one part, and 
If. W. and J. T. M., persons nominated for the purpose of being covenantees for the company 
of the other part, it was covenanted. &c. (Covenant mter alia, to pay calls.) It then proceeded 
to assiffn the following breach : that whilst the defendant was sucn shareholder, &c., '* after the 
execution by the defendant of the said indenture or deed of settlement as aforesaid,** a call was 
made, and that the defendant had not paid the same. The defendant, who was under terms of 

E leading issuable pleas, having pleadea a plea to the effect that the action was not brought on 
ehalf of the company, the plaintiff signed judgment. 

On motion to arrest the judgment. Held, that the action was one " instituted on behalf of the 
company,*' and therefore properly brought in the name of the secretary. 

Held also, that upon general demurrer, and therefore in arrest of judgment, the allegation 
** after the execution by the defendant of the said indenture or deed of settlement as aforesaid,'* 
was equivalent to an allegation that the defendant did execute the deed of settlement, by signing, 
sealing, and delivering it, and was therefore sufficient. 
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1849. the call thereinafter mentioned, the defendant was a share- 

^^1 holder, and the proprietor of divers, to wit, two hundred. 

"' shares in the said company ; that a memorial of the name, 

Sutherland 

residence, and description of the defendant as such share- 
holder and proprietor as aforesaid, duly veriBed by the 
declaration required by a private act of Parliament, had 
been and was duly inroUed in the High Court of Chancery, 
according to the provisions of the said act, and that by a 
certain indenture or deed of settlement in the said act 
mentioned, bearing date, &c., and made by and between 
the several persons whose names and seals were or might 
thereafter be thereunto subscribed, and who had sealed 
and delivered, or who might from time to time seal and 
deliver the same, or a duplicate thereof, of the one part, 
and Michael Wills and James Farquhar Morice, persons 
nominated for the purpose of being covenantees for the 
benefit of the said company, of the other part; after 
reciting that the said several persons parties to the in- 
denture of the first part, had paid the sum of 5L on each 
of the shares taken by them, and that the number of shares 
taken by each of the parties was set opposite to their 
respective names and seals subscribed and affixed by them, 
it was covenanted, &c. (Covenant inter alia, for payment 
of calls.) The declaration then averred that no new secre- 
tary, or any other secretary than the plaintiff, had been at 
any time appointed by or on behalf of the said company, 
or the directors thereof, and then proceeded to assign as 
breach, — that afterwards and whilst the defendant was such 
shareholder and proprietor of two hundred shares in the 
capital of the said company as aforesaid, and after the 
execution by the defendant of the said indenture or deed of 
settlement as aforesaid^ to wit, on, &c., (stating a call duly 
made). Breach, non payment of the call. 

The company had been formed under an act of Parlia- 
ment, 4 & 5 Vict. c. xciii., intituled ^^ An Act for regulating 
legal proceedings by or against the Neptune Marine In- 
surance Company." The first clause, after stating that 



V, 

Sutherland. 
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certain pereons bad formed themselves into a company, and 1849. 
that difficulties bad arisen and might thereafter arise *^ in wTlls 
legal proceedings by or against the said company, since by 
law all the members for the time being of the said company 
must be named in such proceedings," and that it was 
** expedient that the said company should be rendered 
capable of suing and being sued in the name of some one 
individual as a nominal party to such legal proceedings," 
proceeded to enact, ** that in all actions, suits, and other 
legal proceedings," &c., to be thereafter '^ instituted or 
prosecuted by or on behalf of the said company, either 
alone or jointly with" other parties, &c., it should be ** suffi- 
cient to state, and to proceed in the name of the secretary 
or one of the directors for the time being of the company, 
as the nominal plaintiff representing the company in such 
proceedings," &c. 

The defendant being under terms of pleading issuably, 
demurred generally to the declaration, on the ground that 
it did not shew that the defendant had sealed and delivered 
the indenture or deed of settlement. The demurrer was 
subsequently set aside by an order of Pttttesan, J., as 
frivolous, the plaintiff to be at liberty to sign judgment, 
unless the defendant pleaded fair issuable pleas. The 
defendant having thereupon pleaded a plea to the effect 
that the action was not brought on behalf of the company, 
the plaintiff signed judgment An application having been 
made to the learned Judge to set it aside, he refused, but 
at the same time gave the defendant permission, on paying 
the amount into Court, to move the full Court 

T. Jones having obtained a rule nisi to arrest the 
judgment, 

Martin^ Ogle^ and G. IL Clarke^ shewed cause (a). 
The action has been well brought in the name of the 
secretary. The first section of the statute l)y which the 

(a) In last Easter Term. 
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1849. company was established, after reciting certain incon- 
W11.L8 veniences, enacts, that in all suits to be prosecuted ^* by or 
Sutherland ^^ behalf of the company," it shall be lawful to proceed in 
the name of the secretary. The present is clearly a case 
within that section. As the action is alleged to have been 
commenced by order of the directors, the damages, when 
recovered, would become part of the funds of the copartner- 
ship, and the plaintiff, therefore, is the proper person to sue. 
In Skinner v. Lambert {a) it was decided, that the secretary 
of a company constituted by an act, containing, among 
others, the following provision, that all suits against persons 
in debt, &c., and all other proceedings upon any bonds, 
covenants, &c., in which the said company shall be interested 
against any persons, whether they are or shall have been 
proprietors of the said company, should be carried on in 
the name of the secretary, could maintain an action for 
calls against a proprietor ; and in Smith v. Goldsworthy {b\ 
a similar opinion was expressed. It is objected, however, that 
the declaration is invalid, for not shewing that the defendant 
signed, sealed, and delivered the indenture on which the 
action is brought. But the declaration alleges that the calls, 
the non payment of which is the subject-matter of the 
action, was made ^^ after the execution by the defendant of 
the said indenture* **as aforesaid;^ and this, it is submitted, 
is, upon motion in arrest of judgment, as it would be upon 
general demurrer, a sufficient averment that the deed 
was granted by the defendant before the commencement 
of the action. It will be intended that every thing has 
been done which was necessary to make the defendant a 
party to the instrument ; Penson v. Hodges (c). There 
the omission in a declaration in debt on a bond of the 
words ^'sigillo quo sigillat," was considered to be cured 
by the verdict. Moore v. Jones (d), may be cited as 
authority on the other side, but on examination it 

(«) 2 Dowl. 132, N. S.; S. C. (c) Cro. Eliz. 737. 
4 M. & 6. 477. {d) 2 Ld. Raym. 1536; S. C. 

{h) 4 Q. B. 430. 2 Stra. 814. 
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will be found to be inapplicable. The only words em- 
ployed in that case were '* per quoddam scriptum factum 
concessit;" and the Court held that the declaration was g "* 
insufficient, since ** scriptum** alone would not make the 
instrument declared on a deed. [They referred to 1 fFms. 
Sound. 227, n. (1)]. 

T. JaneSf in support of the rule. Both objections are 
valid. The secretary was not the person in whose name 
the action should have been brought. The language of the 
preamble of the act indicates the occasions on which that 
officer is to be made plaintiff or defendant. They are those 
on which all the members of the company would otherwise 
have to be named. Here, however, such an inconvenience 
could not arise. The covenant upon which the defendant 
is sued was entered into with certain persons as trustees, 
and they alone are the proper parties to sue upon it The 
shareholders could not, at common law, have sued upon it, 
and therefore the secretary, who is by the defendant made 
their representative, cannot maintain such an action for a 
breach of it There is no sufficient allegation that the 
defendant executed the deed. The words ** after exe- 
cution** ^* as aforesaid,** are merely descriptive of time ; Reff, 
V. Pelham{a). It is not averred that he signed, sealed, 
and delivered the deed, nor is it said that he executed an 
indenture or a writing obligatory, which would have been 
equivalent to it; 1 fFms. SaumL 291, n. (1); Moore v. 
Jones. 

Cur. ado. vult 

The judgment of the Court was now delivered by 

Parke, B. — In this case a motion was made in arrest of 

judgment The action was brought by the secretary of a 

certain company called ^^ The Neptune Marine Insurance 

Company," mentioned in a certain private act of Parliament, 

(a) 16 Law Joam. Mag. Gas. 105, N. S,, 
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1849. against John William Sutherland. The declaration states 

Wills (^^ Lordship here stated the substance of the declaration.) 

V- Two objections were taken to this declaration ; the first 

SOTHERLAND. , 

was, that the secretary could not sue upon the contract ; inas- 
much as the deed of settlement contained an express covenant 
with certain persons for the payment of calls. Now, that 
depends upon the construction of the private act of Parlia- 
ment, which is an act for regulating legal proceedings by 
or against the company. It recites that ** difficulties have 
arisen, and might thereafter arise, in legal proceedings by 
or against the company, since by law all the members for 
the time being of the company must be named in such 
proceedings. And whereas it is expedient that the com- 
pany should be rendered capable of suing and being sued 
in the name of some one individual, as a nominal party to 
such legal proceedings;" it then enacts, ** that in all actions, 
suits, and other legal proceedings, other than proceedings 
of a criminal nature, and in all proceedings in lunacy or 
bankruptcy, whether bj way of petition, fiat, or in Scotland, 
sequestration, or otherwise, to be thereafter instituted or 
prosecuted by or on behalf of the said company, either 
alone or jointly with any other necessary parties, the action 
shall be brought in the name of the secretary, or one of 
the directors for the time being." The argument was, that 
it appeared by the recital, that the only thing intended 
was to obviate the difficulty arising from joining numerous 
persons as plaintiffs; inasmuch as all the members ought 
to be joined, and that difficulty does not occur where there 
is a deed with certain covenantees, limited in number. 
But although this is the recital of the principal thing 
intended, it does not at all follow that the enacting part 
is controlled by the recital. It is to be observed, that not 
only is it recited that it is an inconvenience, but it goes on 
to say, " whereas it is expedient," — not for that cause only, 
but it is expedient generally-- <^ that the company should 
be rendered capable of suing and being sued in the name 
of some one individual, as a nominal party to such legal 
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proceedings." We think this is clearly an action " on behalf 
of the company, and, therefore, the secretary may sue for 
the breach of the covenant ^ ^' 

The next objection was, that the defendant was not 
liable ; because, not being a party to the original deed by 
name, but only by subscription, it did not appear that he 
had done that which was required in order to constitute 
himself a party. Now, the indenture was made by the 
several persons whose names and seals were or might 
thereafter be thereunto subscribed, or who had sealed and 
delivered the said indenture, or who might from time to 
time seal and deliver the same. So that, in order to con- 
stitute a person liable, it is necessary, not merely to shew 
that he has executed the deed, that is, sealed and delivered 
it, but also that he has subscribed the deed. There is no 
direct averment that he did subscribe the deed; but we 
think, that on general demurrer, and, consequently, in 
arrest of judgment, this objection ought not to prevail, 
because it is averred, that '^ after the execution by the 
defendant of the said indenture or deed of settlement as 
aforesaid," — not merely that " after the execution aforesaid," 
— certain matters occurred, and that this is equivalent to 
an allegation (although not a direct or positive one, for it 
might be open to special demurrer) that the defendant did 
execute the deed of settlement as aforesaid, by signing, 
sealing, and delivering it 

The whole question is, what is meant by the term ^' as 
aforesaid?" And we are of opinion that the words ^^as 
aforesaid" must be construed to refer to that which is 
necessary to make the defendant a party to the indenture — 
not only the sealing and delivering, but the signing it, — 
and if there had been an issue upon that averment, it must 
be proved by the plaintiff. We therefore think that this 
objection ought not to prevail in arrest of judgment, and 
the rule for arresting the judgment will be discharged. 

Rule discharged. 
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1849. 

Richardson v. BARNEa 

A Judge may JoADDELEY moved for a rule, calling upon the 

the 43 EHi. defendant to shew cause why an order made by Pottock^ 

deprive A^ ^* ^'* ^^'^ ^^ Certificate made on the record in this action, 

plaintiff of should not be set aside. 

costs where 

the y'erdict is It appeared, that after the cause had been just heard, it 
sentTas^w^?' was agreed that a verdict should be taken for the plaintiff 
f* ^^h a" ^^ ^^^ second, third, and fourth issues, and for the defendant 
jury upon their on the first, with leave to the plaintiff to move to enter a 

verdict for him, with one shilling damages, if the Court 
should determine a question of law in his favour. The 
case having subsequently come on for argument before the 
Court above, and the rule for entering a verdict having 
been made absolute. Pollock^ C. B., made an order for the 
production of the record before him, and certified under 
the 43 Eliz. c. 6, to deprive the plaintiff of costs. 

Baddeley. It is submitted, that under the circumstances, 
the learned Judge had no power to grant the certificate. 
By the 43 Eliz. c. 6, s. 2, it is provided, that ** if upon any 
action personal to be brought in any of her Majesty's 
(Courts at Westminster," &c., *^ it shall appear to the Judges 
of the same Court, and so signified or set down by the 
justices before whom the same shall be tried, that the debt 
or damages to be recovered therein in the same (Dourt shall 
not amount to the sum of forty shillings or above," *^ in eveiy 
such case the Judges and justices before whom any such 
action shall be pursued, shall not award for costs to the 
party plaintiff any greater or more costs than the sum of 
the debt or damages so recovered shall amount to, but less 
at their discretions." The authority conferred by this 
statute only arises when a verdict has been found by a 
jury, and not when it has been, as in the present case, 
taken with the consent of the parties, subject to the opinion 
of another tribunal. In Keene v. Deeble (a), the Court, in 

(a) 3 B. & C. 491 ; S. C. 5 D. & R. 383. 
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construing the 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, s. 3, held that the word ^849. 

** recovered" bore the technical legal sense, recovered by richardbon 

the consideration and judgment of the Court, and, there- ^' 

fore, that v^here a cause was before referred to arbitration, 

and the arbitrator awarded to the plaintiff a less sum than 

that ibr which defendant had been holden to bail, the case 

did not come within the statute, and the defendant was not 

entitled to costs. [^Aldersonj B. — Have you any instance of 

a verdict taken by consent at nisi prius having been held 

to be different from one given by the jury ?] He referred 

also to Bichards v. Bhich (a), and Raioe v. Rhodes (6). 

Pollock, C. B. — Suppose that at the trial, by the 
opening statement of the plaintiflTs counsel, the cause of 
action appeared to be a frivolous one, and the defendant's 
ooansel were to consent that a verdict should be taken 
for the plaintiff for nominal damages, would the Judge 
be thereby precluded from granting a certificate ? I 
think not Even if the parties were to agree that no 
certificate should be given, that agreement could not 
deprive him of the power to certify in a frivolous action. 
The argument might have been a very good one, if urged 
at the time when the certificate was granted, but we cannot 
now interfere. 

Alderson, B. — We cannot draw a distinction ; all we 
have to ascertain is, whether there was a verdict 

The rest of the Court concurred. 

Prr Curiam (c). 

Rule refused. 

(a) Ante, vol. 6, p. 334 ; S. C. DowL 3S4. 
6 C. B. 443. (c) Pollock, C. B., Alderson, B., 

(jb) 2 C. & M. 379 ; S. C. 2 Rolfe, B., and Plait, B. 
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1849. 



A peremptory 
undertaking 
had been given 
to try, but the 
trial was post- 
poned bv order 
of a Judge, 
to enable the 
plaintiff to 
amend his 
pleadings. 
Hdd, a suflS- 
cient cxcuso 
for not pro- 
ceeding to 
trial, and that 
the defendant 
was not en- 
titled to judg- 
ment as in 
case uf a non- 
suit. 



Jackson v, Carrington. 

JjLuMFREY had obtained a rule, calling upon the 
defendant to shew cause why a rule absolute for judgment 
as in case of a nonsuit should not be discharged, and the 
judgment signed thereon set aside with costs. 

It appeared from the affidavits that this was an action on 
a cheque ; and that a peremptory undertaking had been 
given by the plaintiflF to try at the first sittings during this 
Term. When the cause came on for trial before Parke, B., 
the counsel for the plaintiflF in opening the case admitted, 
that he was not in a condition to prove that the defendant 
had received notice of dishonour; but submitted that such 
proof was unnecessary. The learned Judge, however, 
being of opinion that proof of notice was, in the existing 
state of the pleadings, necessary, an application was made 
for permission to amend the declaration by averring an 
excuse for notice. The counsel for the defendant opposed 
the application and claimed a nonsuit, on the ground that 
the plaintiflF was under a peremptory undertaking to try. 
His Lordship allowed the amendment upon the terms that 
the trial should be postponed, and that the plaintiflF should 
pay the costs. No enlargement of the peremptory under* 
taking was obtained. On the 28th of May, the defendant 
obtained a rule absolute for judgment as in case of a nonsuit, 
and on the 29th judgment was accordingly signed. 



The Attorney General^ JFhitehurst, and T, Jones now 
shewed cause. First, the plaintiflF was bound by his 
peremptory undertaking, and if he chose to obtain an 
order for the postponement of the trial, he should have 
taken care to see that it embraced the enlargement of the 
undertaking. Secondly, it is not clear that the Judge 
was authorized by the terms of the 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 42, 
to permit the amendment In Drashlcr v. Jackson (a). 



(a) 6 M. & W. 549, 55r) ; S. C. b Dowl. 784. 




TRINITY TERM, 12 VICT. 99 

Alderson, B., states the rule to be as follows. " The amend- 
ment must be conformable to the case proved, and the 

issues joined." An amendment is only sanctioned where ^ "• 

, •' , ^ •' Carrington. 

a variance is found to exist between the proof and the 
statement on the record. Here that was not the case. The 
fact was, not that notice was shewn to have been given 
to a person different from the one named in the plead- 
ings; but that the averment of notice was not proved at 
all. But thirdly, conceding even that the amendment 
could be made, the plaintiff was bound by his peremptory 
undertaking. A party is bound to comply with it unless 
prevented by circumstances over which he has no control 
Here it was owing to the default of the plaintiff that the 
trial was not proceeded with. He went down to trial with 
a defective record. Haines v. Tat/lor (a) is in point. There 
the Court held, that the omission to go to trial in time 
because the declaration required amendment, furnished 
no excuse for the non-performance of a peremptory under- 
taking, and that the defendant was entitled to judgment as 
in case of a nonsuit ; Lumley v. Dvbourg {b). [Pollock, 
C. B. — The plaintiff was permitted to postpone the trial 
by a Judge of competent jurisdiction; and, whether he was 
right or wrong in permitting the adjournment, we cannot 
now interfere.] 

Humfrey^ was not beard in reply. 

Pollock, C. B. — I am of opinion that this rule must be 
made absolute. The cause was adjourned by the order 
of the Judge who tried it; and that order is certainly 
sufficient to entitle the plaintiff to have the judgment, 
which has been signed, set aside. 

The rest of the Court concurred. 

Rule absolute. 

(a) 2 Dowl. 644. (6) 3 D. & L. 80 ; S. C. 14 M. & W. 295. 

H 2 
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1849. 



to cues of 
arrest under 
tbe capias 

I & 2 Vi 



giTen 
&2 
c 110. 



the 
ict 



RiCKETTs V. Noble, 

The 43 Geo. 3, JUUSH had obtained a rule, calling upon the plaintiff to 
not applicable shew cause why the defendant's costs should not be taxed 
under the 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, s. 3 (a). 

It appeared from the affidavits, that the defendant had 
been arrested by virtue of a capias, issued under the pro- 
visions of the 1 & 2 Vict c. 110. The defendant paid 7U, 
the amount indorsed upon the writ, together with lOL for 
costs, into the hands of the sheriff, and afterwards the 
further sum of lOt into Court, as a security for the costs 
of the action, under the 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c 71. At the trial 
the plaintiff had a verdict for 6L damages. 

S/iee, Seijt., and WiUes shewed cause (ft). There are 
several fatal objections to this application: First, the de- 



(a) 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, 8. 3, enacts, 
"that in all actions" "wherein 
the defendant," &c., " shall be 
arrested and held to special bail, 
and wherein the plaintiff," &c., 
" shall not recover the amount of 
the sam for which the defendant," 
&€., " in such action shall have 
been so arrested and held to spe< 
cial bail, such defendant," &c., 
" shall be entitled to costs of suit, 
to be taxed according to the cus- 
tom of the Court in which such 
action shall have been brouf^ht ; 
provided that it shall be made to 
appear to the satisfaction of the 
Court in which such action is 
brought, upon motion to be made 
to the Court for that purpose, 
and upon hearing the parties by 
affidavit, that the plaintiff," &c., 
" in such action had not any 
reasonable or probable cause for 
causing the defendant," &c., '* to 
be arrested and held to special 



)» 



bail in such amount as aforesaid, 
and provided such Court shall 
thereupon by a rule or order of 
the same Court direct that such 
costs shall be allowed to the de- 
fendant,'*&c. ; '* and the plaintiff, 
&c., '* shall upon such rule or 
order being made as aforesaid, 
be disabled from taking out any 
execution for the sum recovered 
in any such action, unless the 
same shall exceed," " the amount 
of the taxed costs of the defend- 
ant," &c., " in such action ; and 
in case the sum recovered in 
such action shall be less than the 
amount of the costs of the de- 
fendant," &c., "to be taxed as 
aforesaid, then that the defend- 
ant," &c., " shall be entitled " " to 
take out execution for such costs 
in like manner as a defendant," 
&c., " may now by law have exe- 
cution for costs in other cases. 
(6) In Hilary Term last. 



>* 
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fendant has not been "arrested and held to special bail" 1849. 
Bennett v. Burton (a) is in point There, a defendant, who ric^Wts 
had been arrested, and afterwards discharged under the ^*'- 
1 & 2 Vict c. 110, s. 7, without putting in special bail, 
was held not to be entitled to costs under 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, 
8. 3 ; and Coleridge, J., in his judgment observed, " The 
case of Bcttes v. Pilling (b) is a clear authority on the con- 
struction of the act of Parliament, that the defendant must 
be bath arrested and held to special bail" Here it is not 
sworn that he was, and the rule mast therefore be dis- 
chai^ed. [He referred also to Preedy v. McFarlane (c).] 

Secondly, as it is not shewn that judgment has been 
signed, the plaintiff cannot be considered to have ^^re- 
covered" in the action. In Keene v. Deeble{d)y LittledaUy J., 
in reference to this very section, says, " I think that the word 
* recovered,' as used in this statute, bears the technical legal 
sense, — recovered by the consideration and judgment of the 
Court** [Parke, B. — There is nothing in that objection.] 

Thinlly, the 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, s. 3, does not apply to 
cases of writs of capias issued under the 1 & 2 Vict 
c 1 10. In Jervis^s Rules, 278, note (i), 4th ed., it is 
sud, " So few cases can now occur upon this statute, 
that it is unnecessary to collect the decisions upon it It 
may, however, be well deserving of consideration whether 
this statute is now in force." " The plaintiff does not 
recover upon the writ on which the defendant is arrested. 
The commencement of the suit is a writ of summons ; the 
defendant is arrested for the plaintiff*s security, and the 
capias is a collateral proceeding." The 1 & 2 Vict c. 110, 
affords a different writ to that which was given under the 
old law. Daniels v. Fielding {e) shews that the foundation 
tot an action for maliciously arresting under 1 & 2 Vict 
c. 110, is that the plaintiff obtained the Judge's order for 

(a) 9 Dowl. 492» 3. {d) 3 B. k C. 491, 3 ; S. C. 

(6) 2 Dowl. 367. 5 D. & R. 383. 

(c) 1 C, M. & R. 819; S. C. (c) 16 M. & W. 200; S. C. 

3 DowL 458. ante, vol. 4, p. 329. 



102 CASES ON POINTS OF PRACTICE, EXCU. 

1849. the capias by falsehood or fraud. If the 43 Gea 3, c. 46, 
^"^^^^^^ be held to apply to cases like the present, a plaintiff would 

»• be liable to be more severely punished than he could be by 

Noble. 

an action for a malicious arrest 

Chambers and Ltishy in support of the rule, were stopped 
as to the first point. As to the last objection: — The 
recital to the 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, s. 3, is important and 
worthy of consideration. It shews that it was passed for 
the benefit of persons who have been improperly arrested. 
The statute, therefore, is remedial ; and the Court will not 
without cogent reasons hold that it has been repealed. In 
Hall V. Forget {a)y Bayley^ J., says, " The act of Parliament 
is a very salutary one, and I am not disposed to relax it. 
In the early decisions upon the act, it was held that malice 
was necessary ; but that is now exploded ; all these cases 
rest on their own peculiar circumstances." Arrest on 
mesne process has not been abolished; although a new 
writ has been substituted in lieu of the former process. 
The 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, was passed with the intention, not 
of repealing the former act, but of giving even still greater 
protection to debtors. It will be held, therefore, that the 
former act is still in force, and applicable to the present 
case. 

Cur. adv. vuU. 

m 

Parke, B., aflcrwanls delivered the judgment of the Court 
— In this case the defendant had been arrested by virtue 
of a capias, under the provisions of the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, 
issued by order of my Brother Alderson for 71/. Instead 
of putting in bail to the action, he paid that sum, with 20/., 
as a security for the costs of the action, under the 7 & 8 
Geo. 4, c. 71. On the trial, the plaintiff recovered only 
6/. damages; and a rule nisi was afterwards obtained to 
tax the defendant's costs under the 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, on 

frt) I Dowl. G'jO, 700. 
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the ground that he had been arrested and held to bail for 1H40. 
71L without reasonable and probable cause. Rkkeits 

We think that there was in this case no reasonable or <*• 

111 /» • t 1 n 1 n NOULE. 

probable cause for arresting the defendant for so large a 
sum. But on the part of the plaintiff it was nevertheless 
insisted, that the rule could not be made absolute for two 
reasons; first, that the statute 43 Geo. 3, c, 46, s. 3, applies 
only to cases where the defendant has been both arrested 
and obliged to put in special bail ; and that the defendant 
never ha?ing put in special bail, but having paid money 
into Court, was not entitled to the benefit given by that 
clause. We think he was, because the effect of the 7 & 8 
Geo. 4, c 71, is to substitute money for bail above ; and by 
the enactment of the latter statute the action, after payment 
into Court, is to proceed as if the defendant had put in 
and perfected special bail. A second and more serious 
objection was, that the 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, s. 3, docs not 
apply to arrests under the capias given by stat 1 & 2 Vict, 
c 110; this capias not being the commencement of a suit, 
and a writ to compel an appearance, but a collateral pro- 
ceeding for the purpose of obtaining security for a debt 
We are strongly inclined to think that the stat 43 Geo. 3, 
c. 46, does not apply to this case ; the object of the statute 
was, as appears by the recital, for the prevention of frivo- 
lous and vexatious arrests : there being two modes of com- 
mencing suits at that time, one by non-bailable, the other 
by bailable process, the object of the statute was to restrain 
the latter mode by imposing upon the plaintiff, if he im- 
properly resorted to it, the penalty of paying the defendant's 
costs. The arresting and holding to special bail meant by 
that statute was made on the commencement of the suit 
The arrest under 1 & 2 Vict c. 1 10, may be made at any time 
before final judgment ; there is no choice of the mode of 
commencing the suit ; and in an action properly commenced, 
in the course of which the defendant gives reason to believe 
that he is going abroad, the payment of the defendant's costs 
seems an inappropriate remedy for the wrong comniittcd 



V. 

Noble. 
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1849. by the plaintiff. It appears to us that, since the passing 
^IJ!]^j.TT.g of the 1 & 2 Vict c. 110, there is no longer any arrest 
and holding to bail to which the former statute applies, 
except, perhaps, in the case provided for by the 85th sec- 
tion, of insolvents in custody to be discharged in a certain 
period; in which case the old proceeding is continued. 
The effect would be, that the statute 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, is 
become practically inoperative. We should, therefore, dis- 
cbaige this rule ; but as the question has never yet been 
decided, we shall, if the defendant intimates that he wishes 
that course to be taken, direct a suggestion to be entered 
on the record to deprive the plaintiff of his costs and to 
give costs to the defendant, which will enable the parties to 
raise the question on a writ of error. 

Rule accordingly. 

If the Court On a subsequent day (a), 

that theirjudg- Willes moved, ou the part of the plaintiff, to rescind the 

inent ought to above rulc, SO far as it related to the entry of the suirsestion, 

be in fayour ^ -^ ^^^ ' 

of a party, they and to have the judgment entered for him. 
the purpose of The decision of the Court has been in favour of the 
opportunity of pl*""tiff, and it would be both incorrect and unjust that the 
taking the rule should be drawn up against him. If a writ of error 

opinion of a , ^ i: o 

Court of error, is brought, it must be brought by the plaintiff; and why 

against Sm!° should he incur the expense of seeking the confirmation 

of^^en^r^mul"* ^^ *" opinion which has already been given in his favour ? 

be brought by Besides, the 43 Geo. 3, c 46, s. 3, speaks of "a rule or 

the party in , „ , , . ^ T . , 

whose favour order; and triere is no way of entenng a suggestion by 
judgment ^^^ which the question can be brought under the consideration 
ought to be. of a Court of error. If the Court be in favour of the 

plaintiff, they must express their opinion in the manner 

pointed out by the law. 

The Court then called upon 

Lushy for the defendant. The Court will frame the 

(a) lu last Easter Term. 
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SQg^iestion in such a manner as to have the question raised. 
Precedents of forms of suggestion, under this statute, are 
to be found in the Books of Practice, Tidd^s Forms^ 343, 
8th ed. [Parkey B. — It is a question of great importance, 
and we are certainly desirous of having it further con- 
sidered.] 

Cur, adv. vult 

The judgment of the (3ourt was afterwards delivered by 
Paekr, B. — This case, in which I delivered the judgment 
of the Court some time ago, on the argument of the rule 
nisi, was a motion to deprive the plaintiff of his costs under 
the statute 43 Geo. 3, c 46, s. 3, where the plaintiff had 
held the defendant to bail, pursuant to a Judge's order 
obtained since the commencement of the suit ; and the 
Court intimated their opinion, and delivered a formal judg- 
ment, that the 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, did not apply to the new 
process of capias under the I & 2 Vict. c. 1 10. We stated 
that, as the question had never yet been decided, we 
should, if the defendant intimated a wish for that course to 
be pursued, direct a suggestion to be entered on the record, 
to enable the parties to raise the question before a Court of 
error; but afterwards, on the part of the plaintiff, it was 
said that there was no course by which this could be done, 
except by giving judgment in favour of the defendant and 
compelling the plaintiff to bring a writ of error. Mr. WilUs 
contended with great force that, our opinion being in favour 
of the plaintiff, it would be wrong to force him to go to a 
Court of error to obtain what, we thought, was the justice 
of the case ; and, therefore, he objected to the latter part of 
the judgment, as to entering a suggestion and depriving the 
plaintiff of costs. We are of opinion that we cannot order 
such a suggestion to be entered on the record, — our opinion 
being in favour of the plaintiff. If there is no mode of 
raising such a question by a suggestion on the part of the 
defendant, no suggestion can be entered. If the defendant 
can propose any formal and regular mode of raising the 
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question on a writ of error, making himself to be the party 
to bring such a writ of error, probably we shall attend to it; 
but if that cannot be done, that part of the judgment which 
relates to the entering of the suggestion must be considered 
as inoperative. The rule must be amended by striking out 
that part. 

Rule accordingly. 



Partridge v. Gardner. 

I HIS was a rule calling upon the defendant to shew cause 
why the plaintiffs costs should not be taxed on the issues 
found for him at the trial, and be paid by the defendant, 
after deducting the amount due to the defendant 

Keating and Ogle shewed cause. 

Phipson, in support of the rule. 



Assumpsit. 
The defendant 
pleaded seven 
pleas : first, 
non assumpsit ; 
the succeed- 
ing five pleas 
traversea alle- 
gations in the 
declaration ; 
the seventh 
was a plea in 
confession and 
avoidance. 
The plaintiff 

issue on^thc '^® facts, arguments, and cases cited, are fully stated in 

first five pleas, x\\Q judgment of the Court 

demurred to *> o 

the sixth and Cur. adv. VulL 

seventh; and 
obtained a 
verdict on all 
the issues of 
fact, with 
contingent 
damages, and 
afterwards 
upon the ar- 
gument on 
demurrer 
failed, the 
Court holding 
that the de- 
claration was 
insufficient : 
Held^ that he 
was not en- 
titled to the 
costs of the 
issues of fact 
found for him at the trial (a). 

(a) Sec, however, Callander v. Howard, I L., M. & P. 755. 



Parke, B., delivered the judgment of the Court {a). — 
In this case the plaintiff obtained a rule, calling on the 
defendant to shew cause why the plaintiff's costs should 
not be taxed on the issues found for him, and be paid by 
the defendant, after deducting the amount allowed to 
the defendant. The plaintiff had declared in assumpsit 
The defendant pleaded seven pleas : first, non assumpsit ; 
the second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth, respectively, 

(a) Pollock, C. B., Parke, B., Alderson, B., and Piatt, B. 
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traversed the allegations in the declaration; the seventh 
was a plea in confession and avoidance. The plaintiff 
having joined issue on the first five pleas, demurred to the •• 

sixth and seventh, and obtained a verdict on all the issues 
of fact, with contingent damages, and afterwards upon the 
argument on demurrer failed, the Court holding that the 
declaration was insufficient, and giving judgment against 
him, accordingly, on the ground of such insufficiency. 
Upon this state of the record, the plaintiff sought to obtain 
bis costs of the trial of the issues, and, as an authority in 
support of the application, his counsel cited the case of 
Bird V. Htffffinson (a). The plaintiff's right to costs in an 
action of assumpsit, is derived, either from the Statute of 
Gloucester, 6 Edw. 1, c. 1, s. 2, or the 4 Ann. c. 16, s. 5. 
As, however, the plaintiff in this action has not recovered 
damages, he is not entitled under the Statute of Gloucester; 
and as all the issues of fact have been found for him, the 
construction which in Richmond v. Johnson (&), Lord Ellen- 
borough and the rest of the Judges of the King's Bench 
unanimously put on the 5th section of the 4 Ann. c. 16, 
and which, since the decision of that case until that of 
Bird V. Higginson^ has been universally adopted, excludes 
him from any right to costs under that section. All the 
authorities adduced in the judgment of the Court of 
Queen's Bench in Bird v. Higginson^ as bearing on the 
question of the plaintiff's right to costs under the Statute of 
Anne, except that of Yates v. Gun (c) consist with that con- 
struction. In Cook V. Sayer (rf), the defendant did not 
obtain a verdict on any issue of fact, but was entitled to 
judgment on the whole record, and the Court, therefore, 
consistently with the above mentioned construction, held 
that the plaintiff was not entitled to the costs of the trial. 
In Jones v. Davies (e), some issues of fact were found for 
the defendant, and the Court held, that the plaintiff was 
entitled under the fifth section to tax and deduct the costs 

{a) 5 A. & E. 83; S. C. 6 N. (r) Barnes, 141. 

fk M. 799. (rf) 2 Burr. 753. 

[h) 7 Kcist, :>s3. (#») Barne», 140. 
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1849. of the issues found for him. In Bartlett v. Spooner (a\ the 
Partridob plaintiff was not entitled^ as a verdict had not been found 
^ »• for him, the issues of fact beinir found for the defendant. 

Gabdneb. ^ 

In the cases of Dvberley v. Page (i); Hart v. Cutbush {e); 

The Duke of Newcastle v. Greeny cited in Spencer v. Ham" 
erton(d); Othier v. Calvert (e); VoUum v. Simpson (/); 
Bright V. Jackson (g); Dodd v. Joddrell (A); Brooke v. 
Willet (t), and Benett v. Co*/er (A); the plaintiflF was 
entitled under the first provision of the fifth section. The 
application in Vivian v. Blake (/), must have been for the 
general costs. On this consistent collection of authorities, 
the case of Yates v. Gun (m), correctly reported bv Barnes, 
was substantially overruled by the Coiut of Queen's Bench 
in Richmond v. Johnson (n\ which was before the decision 
of Bird v. Higginson (0). In the present case, the plaintiff 
is not entitled to the costs of the issues under the Statute 
of Gloucester, nor, on demurrer, under the statute, 4 Ann. 
c 16. Is he then entitled under that section to claim and 
deduct the costs of the issues found for him ? If Bird v. 
Higginson, is rightly decided, he is; but we think that 
decision was not warranted by the cases cited, that it is not 
established, but is opposed to the established construction 
of the fifth section. According to that construction, the 
plaintiff is not entitled to the costs of the issues of feet 
found for him under the Statute of Anne, unless some 
issues of fact have been found for the defendant also. 
Therefore, no issue being found by the jury for the defend- 
ant Gardner, the plaintiff Partridge is not entided to the 
costs sought by his rule, and the rule must consequently 
be discharged with costs. 

Rule discharged. 

(a) Bull. N. P. 336. (A) 2 T. R. 235. 

(6) 2 T. R. 391. (O 2 H. Bl. 435. 

(c) 2 Dowl. 456. {k) 1 B. & B. 465. 

(<Q 4 A. & E. 413 ; S. C. 6 N. (/) 1 1 East, 263. 

& M. 22. (m) Barnes, 141. 

(e) 1 Bing. 275. (n) 7 East, 583. 

(/) 2 B. & P. 368. (o) 5 A. & E. 83 ; S. C. 6 N. 

{g) Barnes, 144, 146. & M. 799. 
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Peterson and Another v. Davis. 

1 HE defendant having obtained leave (a) to enter a The 112th 
suggestion on the roll to deprive the plaiutifis of costs under London^^*^* 
the London County Courts' Act, 10 & 11 Vict c. Ixxi. County Court 
8. 113, entered a suggestion accordingly to the effect that Yiotclxxi.), 
the plaintifis did not, nor did either of them, at the time of rizes a plaintiff 
the commencement of the suit, dwell more than twenty iJl^or^Court 
miles from the place where the defendant carried on his Y^*!?^* 

dwells more 

business in the city of London. than twenty 

The plaintiffs demurred to this suggestion. the^efendant, 

means where 
he *' dwells 

Patersony in support of the demurrer. This suggestion ™of« than 

, ,. , •^•,rxo,. XT* 1 . twenty miles 

seeks to bnng the case within 10 & 11 Vict, c Ixxl s. 113. from where 
The n2th section enacts, that all actions, "where the dwefbf^""^* 
plaintiff dwells more than twenty miles from the defendant," ^ ^^^T' 
may be brought in the superior Courts. And the 113th to deprive the 
section enacts, that " if any action shall be commenced " costs under 

this act, on 
the ground 
(a) Ante^ vol. 6, p. 79 j S. C. 6 C. B, 235. that they 

dwelt " more 
than twenty 
miles from the place where the defendant carries on his business," was held bad on demurrer. 
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1849. in any of the superior Courts "for any cause other than 
p^!j;'^^[^^ those lastly hereinbefore specified," if the verdict is for 
and Another less than 20/., if the action be founded on contract, the 
Davis. plaintiff shall recover no costs. The suggestion here does 
not bring the case within the terms of the act. The words 
" where the plaintiff dwells more than twenty miles from 
the defendant," mean " more than twenty miles from where 
the defendant dwells." That he may have a place of busi- 
ness within that distance does not signify. If a contrary 
construction were intended, the Legislature would, no 
doubt, have expressed their meaning in express language, 
as in the Westminster Court of Requests' Act (6 & 7 Wm. 4, 
c. cxxxvii. s. 40), which renders a defendant liable to the 
jurisdiction if he merely "seeks or obtains a livelihood" 
within the city. 

Hinde, contr^ In putting a construction upon the words 
in the ll2th section, the intention of the Legislature must 
be looked to. Sect 40 enacts, that a plaintiff may sue in 
the County (^ourt where the debtor "dwells or carries on 
business" within the local jurisdiction. [Cresswelly J. — The 
40th section in this act corresponds with the 60th section 
of the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95 y and it has never been contended 
that that section varies tlie meaning of the 128th section, 
which corresponds with the 112th section of this act.] [He 
also referred to Butler v. Comey (a), and Hayter v. Ftsk(b); 
and to Croft v. Pitman (c), and Bushnell v. Levi (d), which 
were decided under the London Court of Conscience Act, 
39 & 40 Geo. 3, c. civ.] 

Patersan was not called upon to reply. 

Wilde, C. J. — There is no reasonable doubt about the 
construction to be put upon this section ; and its language 

(a) 2 Exch. 474; S. C. ante, (c) 5 Taunt. 648; S.C.I Marsh, 

vol. 6, p. 45. 269. 

(6) Ante, vol. 6, p. 356; S. C. (rf) 5 Bing. 315; S. C. 2 M. 

6 C. B. 568. & P. 677. 
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does not create any ambiguity. Unless it did so^ we are 
not obliged to look through the whole act to ascertain the 
meaning of this particular section. The 40th section, 
which enables the plaintiff to sue, it is true, points to the 
place of business as well as the place of residence of the 
defendant. But when we come to the 112th section which 
compels the plaintiff to sue in the local Court, we find that 
he is not obliged to have recourse to the inferior Court if 
he reside "more than twenty miles from the defendant." 
That must mean the defendant's place of abode or dwell- 
ing, which is more likely to be known than his place of 
business. Confining our attention to the language of this 
particular section, although bearing in mind the general 
scope and object of the act, I think it is clear that the 
plaintiffs were not bound to sue in the inferior Court, and 
that this demurrer must therefore be allowed. 



Ill 



1849. 



Petkrson 
and Another 

V, 

Davis. 



CoLTMAN, J. — I am of the same opinion. We must 
construe the words of the section in their natural sense, and 
then the plaintiff is only bound to sue in the inferior Court, 
where he dwells within twenty miles from where the 
defendant dwells. 

Maule, J. — I also think that the true meaning of the 
112th section is, that the plaintiff is not bound to sue in 
the inferior Court, where the parties dwell more than 
twenty miles apart. The 40th section, which is said to 
throw a doubt upon its meaning, is an enabling not a 
restraining enactment; — it enables the plaintiff to sue his 
debtor if he either " dwell or carry on his business" within 
the jurisdiction of the inferior Court. 

Cresswell, J., concurred. 



Judgment for the Plaintiffs (a). 

(a) See Duck v. Barton, 1 L., M. & P. 201 ; Kirby v. Ilickson^ id. 
p. 364. 
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Butler v. Fox. 

TheTenue f/. WILDE moved for a rule to change the venue in 
chBDgod in this cause from South Lancashire to London, on an affidavit 
innu^ixSiey stating that the action was brought on a marine policy of 
ofiniartiioe insurance, from Baltimore to Liverpool; that the declara- 

on ffoodi •U ^ ' 111 

le^nff a fb- tion alleged a loss by perils of the sea, and stated as breach 
penk of the the non-payment of the value of the goods insured ; that the 
ralmmon^dH. P^'^^J ^^ entered into in London ; and " that the plaintiff's 
darit. cause of action" " arose in London, and not in the Southern 

division of the county of Lancaster, or elsewhere, out of the 

city of Ix)ndon.*' 

J. Wilde. The cause of action arises at the place where 
the money is payable, which is in London. Formerly, it was 
thought that in no case where the action was brought upon 
a written instrument, could the venue be changed upon the 
common affidavit ; but in Mondel v. Steele (a), the rule was 
laid down that it might be changed in all actions on 
contracts, thoi^h in writing, except on specialties, bills, 
and notes. In that case the action was on a contract to 
build a ship at Liverpool, and it was held that the venue 
might be changed. [Mauhy J. — How can the money here 
be said to be payable at London more than any other place ? 
The case of Mondel v. Steele, merely shews that such a rule 
may be applied for, although the declaration discloses a 
written contract In Cailland v. Champion {b\ which was 
an action upon a policy of insurance on the life of a party 
who died at Edinburgh, the Court of Queen's Bench 
discharged a rule to change the venue, which had been 
obtained on an affidavit that the whole cause of action 
arose in London, on the ground that the affidavit could not 
possibly be true, the death having taken place in Scotland. 
The loss of the goods here is the same as the death of the 

(a) 8 M. & W. 640 ; S. C. 1 Dowl. 155, N. S. 
(6) 7 T. R. 205. 
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Mirtj there] In Martin v. Daws (a\ Parke, B., expressed 1849. 
m opinion that since the case of Mondel v. Steek, " it was ^^n"'^'''"""^ 
to be considered that the rule, which prohibited the change «• 

}f venue, applied only to actions of debt or covenant on a 
specialty, and to bills or notes, and, therefore not to an 
action upon an award, which, althoi^h under seal, was not 
a specialty.*' 

Wilde, C. J. — It is possible that a case may occur in 

Brhich the Court may in an action on a policy of insu- 

rance, think fit to allow the venue to be changed (£), but 

it has not been the practice to grant such applications. 

Fhe case of CaiUand v. Champion, is a distinct authority 

against the present motion. To obtain a rule of this kind 

the defendant should bring the declaration before the Court 

and make an affidavit, that the cause of action arises in the 

place to which the venue is sought to be changed. The 

declaration in this case shews that the action is brought on 

a marine policy of insurance for goods, and that the goods 

were lost upon a foreign voyage by perils of the sea, and 

charges as breach of the policy the non-payment of the 

money. The affidavit states, that the non-payment of the 

money is the cause of action, and the deponent swears that 

the whole cause of action arose in London. That is a 

mistake. A policy of insurance is sometimes under seal, 

and like other specialties, bills and notes, it cannot be said 

on non-payment of the money secured thereby, that the 

whole cause of action arises at any one particular place ; 

for a bond is a debt everywhere. In Martin v. Daws, Lord 

Abrnger correctly states what is to be considered the cause 

of action. If the action is brought for disobedience of an 

award, the award is the foundation of the action ; so here, 

where the action is brought for breach of a policy, the 



{a) 11 M. & W. 734, 6; S. C. on/p, vol. 1, p. 279. 
\b) See Watkins v. Towers, 2 T. R. 276. 
VOU VII. I D. & L. 
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1849. policy is the foundation of the action. No authority has 
BoTi EB ^^^^ cited in which a similar application has been granted^ 
<'• and the rule must consequently be refused. 

Maule, J., Cresswell, J.y and Williaus, J., concurred. 

Rule refused. 



Wild v. Harris. 

Assumpsit A SSUMPSIT. The declaration stated, that on, &c., in 

tion stated^" Consideration that the plaintiff being sole and unmarried at 

8idera"ion'Vhat ^^^ requcst of the defendant, had then promised the defend* 

the plaintiff ant to marry him within a reasonable time, the defendant 

unmarried, at then promised the plaintiff to marry her within a reasonable 

the defendant ^^°^^" Averment, that the plaintiff, confiding in the promise 

had then pro- ^f i\^q defendant, hath always from thence hitherto remained, 

mised to marry . . 

the defendant and Still is, solc and unmarried, and has been during all the 

sonable time', ^^^^ ^^^ aforesaid, until she had notice that the defendant 

then**prcraised ^^ married as hereinafter mentioned, ready and willing 

*?"*^***® to marry him the defendant: and although a reasonable 

pliintiffwithin . "^ . . ^ 

a reasonable time had elapsed since the making the defendant's promise, 

mTnt. thaMhe *^^ before the commencement of this suit Breach. Yet 

E'th'^'to ***^ the defendant has wholly neglected his promise, and has 

mained un- not married the plaintiff; but on the contrary thereof, the 

during all the defendant at the time of making his promise, and from 

untn she had whence hitherto hath been, and still is, married to a certain 

notice that the woman, whosc name is to the plaintiff unknown, then and 

defendant was ,, . . 

married, was Still being the wife of the defendant Averment, that the 

ling^o marTy* plaintiff did not know at the time of the defendant making 

Br^each^"that^ ^^® ^^^^ promise to hcr, nor for a long time afterwards, that 

the defendant he, the defendant, was married, &c. 

has not married 

the plaintiff, 

but on the contrary thereof, the defendant, at the time of making the promise, and from thence 

hitherto, h&th been and still is married to another woman. 

Held, on motion in arrest of judgment, that the declaration disclosed a sufficient cousideratiOD 
for the promise alleged. 
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At the trial before Mauk, J., at the sittiogs after last 1849«, 

Hilary Term, for the county of Middlesex, the plaintiff ^5?ild 
obtained a verdict for 10^ damages. 



Huddleston moved to arrest the judgment (a). This decla- 
ration is bad on two grounds. First, there is no sufficient 
consideration disclosed for the defendant's promise. The 
plaintiff could not marry the defendant, who was already 
married to another person. Her promise to do so, was 
a promise to perform an impossible or milawful act, and 
could not, therefore, be any consideration. In Chit, on 
CaniraetSf ^ 58, 3rd ed., it is laid down, that <' a promise is 
not binding if the consideration for making it be of such a 
nature that it was not, in fact or in law, in the power of the 
promiser, from whom such consideration moved, to complete 
such consideration and confer the full benefit meant to be 
derived thereftom." In Harvy v. Gibbons (i), a considera- 
tion that the plaintiff would discharge the defendant of 
a debt due to a third person, was held insufficient to sustain 
a promise to expend a certain sum in the repair of the 
plaintiff's barge, the declaration not shewing that the plaintiff 
had any authority to discharge the debt In Nerot v. Wah 
lace {e\ the rule is laid down by Lord Kenyon^ C. J., *' that 
every person who in consideration of some advantage, either 
to himself or to another, promises a benefit, must have the 
power of conferring that benefit up to the extent to which 
that benefit professes to go ; and that not only in fact, but in 
law." The plaintiff in this case was not without a remedy, 
as she might have brought an action for the false represen- 
tation. Hie Court will not, in order to sustain this con- 
sideration, presume that the state of facts, as disclosed in the 
declaration, might afterwards be altered ; Caines v. Smithy 
per Akkrson, B. {dy Secondly, the promise also, as alleged 
to be made by the defendant, is bad, for the same reasons 

(a) In last Easter Term. {d) 15 M. & W. 1S9; S. O. 

(5) 2 Lev. 161. ante, vol. 3, p. 46^1 

(c) 3 T. R. 17. 

I 2 



V. 

Harris. 
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above urged against the validity of the consideration. In 
Com. Dig.y tit " Condition^^ (D. 2.), it is said, " If a condition 
be to do a thing which by no means can be done, it shall be 
said to be an impossible condition : as, to go irom London 
to Rome in three hours." It is true that under the same 
title, is to be found as an instance of a possible condition : 
^* If the condition be, that a married man shall marry such a 
woman ; for it is possible that his present wife may die before 
him, and the other woman ;" but the authority referred to 
for that position does not fully support it. [^Cresswell^ J. — 
In Bro. Abr,, tit " Conditiaiiy** fol. 156, A, it was held, that 
where a woman enfeoffed a man, who was married at the 
time, on condition that he should marry her, the condition 
was lawful, for his wife might have died within a reasonable 
time (a).] [He referred also to Tuffnell v. Constable (i)^] 

Cur. adv. vulL 

Wilde, C. J., now delivered the judgment of the 
Court (c\ — This was an application to the Court for a 
rule nisi to arrest the judgment. The declaration was for 
a breach of promise of marriage, alleging mutual promises 
on the part of the plaintiff and the defendant; that the 
plaintiff being unmarried had agreed, at the defendant's 
request, to marry him within a reasonable time, and the 
defendant agreed to marry the plaintiff within a reasonable 
time; and that the plaintiff continued unmarried until 
she discovered that the defendant was a married man 
at the time of the promise. It was contended, on behalf 
of the defendant, that inasmuch as it appeared that the 
defendant was a married man at the time of the contract 
there was a want of consideration, because the plaintiff 

(a) See also Co. Litt. 20, h, (6) 3 N. & P. 47 ; S. C. 7 A. 

where it is said, " if a feme sole & £. 798. 

do enfeoffe a married man cau8& (c) Wilder C. J., CoUman, J., 

matrimonii prselocuti, it is good for Cressvoell, J., and Williams, J. 
the possibility." See Ibid. 25, 6. 
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could not be regarded as bound by her promise to 1849. 
marry the defendant, he being a married man. But the w^ld 
promise stated in the declaration is, that the plaintiff *'- 

being unmarried, promised the defendant to marry him 
within a reasonable time, and the defendant promised 
the plaintiff to marry her within a reasonable time, — a 
promise which, although the defendant was then a married 
man, was capable of being performed, for the defendant's 
wife might have died within a reasonable time. The 
declaration further states, that the plaintiff, confiding in the 
defendant's promise, continued unmarried for a reasonable 
time. At all events, that is a sufficient consideration, being 
a prejudice to her; and if the defendant's wife had died 
within a reasonable time the plaintiff would have been 
bound to perform the promise. An authority on this 
subject was referred to by my Brother Cresswetty — Bro. 
Abr.y tit ^^Condition^ fol. 156^ h. There a woman enfeoffed 
a man, upon condition that he should marry her (he being 
a married man) within a reasonable time. The feoffee en- 
feoffed another person, and so through half-a-<lozen persons. 
The man died, being then a married man, whereupon the 
original feoffees entered as for condition broken, and the 
Court held, that it was a lawful condition, for that the 
defendant's wife might have died within a reasonable time ; 
and the party recovered. That judgment establishes the 
principle which must govern this case. The defendant 
cannot be allowed to set up his own fraudulent concealment 
of his marriage in order to discharge himself from the 
responsibility attaching to his own promise, when the plain- 
tiff has executed the consideration on her part by waiting a 
reasonable time unmarried, and being ready and willing to 
marry the defendant, until she discovered that he was 
a married man. The Court, therefore, is of opinion that 
no rule can be granted. 

Rule refused. 



118 CASES ON POINTS OF PRACTICE, C. P. 

1849. 

Lloyd v. Harris. 

In order to J HIS was a rule (under the 1 & 2 Vict c. 1 10, s. 18) for 
for payment payment of two sums of 360/., and 152^ 15^., pursuant to an 

(underT& 2 ^^^^ made in the above cause. 

Vict. c. no. The following facts appeared upon the affidavits in 

suant to an Support of the rule. The action and all matters in differ- 

o7the*awarS^ ence between the parties had been referred to arbitration, 

Ie?v^ ^nd ^y ^^^^ ^^ "^^^ P""^ ^^^^ ^^^ ^^^^ ^^ February, 1848- 
the original On the 10th of June, in the same year, the arbitrator made 

party, at the his award, by which he directed the plaintiff to pay to the 
that^hiTde- defendant a sum of 785i on the 23rd of October then next, 
mwid is made ; and the two further sums of 360/., and 152i 15*., on the 

and It IS not 

suflRcient that 23rd of January, 1849. A copy of the award was served on 
awanfhMbcen ^^^ plaintiff on the 21st of October, 1848, by a person of 
served on a ^^^ ^ame of Black. On the 23rd of the same month, the 

previous occa- ^ 

sion, when a defendant made a personal demand on the plaintiff of the 

demand was . 

made of 785/., and at the same time produced and oflbred the 

;rmoncy"<i™e original award for the plaintiff's perusal. On the 6th of 
under the same November, the order of nisi prius was made a rule of Court 

award. ^ 

On the 14th of May, 1849, the defendant served the 
plaintiff personally with the rule of Court, and offered the 
same for his perusal, and demanded payment of the two 
sums of 360/. and 152/. 15^., informing the plaintiff that 
those were the sums ordered to be paid by the arbitrator 
and offering the award for his perusal. 

The plaintiff made an affidavit in answer that he had 
never been served with a copy of the award. 

Bi/Ies, Serjt, shewed cause. In order to entitle a party 
to proceed in this summary manner to enforce an award, 
he should shew that all the ordinary formalities have been 
complied with, which are necessary in cases of applications 
for attachment; Abraltamsy.Taunton^a): unless indeed there 

{a) Ante, vol. 1, p. 319. 
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are special circumstances in the case, to take it out of the 1849. 
general rule. Here no copy of the award was served upon lioyd 
the plaintiff, when the demand was made of these two sums. <'• 

It is true a copy of the award was served when the demand 
was made of a separate and distinct sum in October last ; 
but the service of the copy then cannot be relied on, on the 
present occasion ; Rex v. Alnwick (a). In Wilson v. Foster (4), 
the Court refused to enforce an award by granting a rule like 
the present, where the regular service could not be effected, 
although the party against whom the motion was made, 
appeared to be perfectly aware of the terms of the award. 
Tindaly C. J., there says, ** You have a remedy by action ; 
and that being so, ought we to put in force the extraordi- 
nary powers of the Court for such a piurpose as you have 
in view, which is, in effect, to bring the defendant into 
contempt" 

Channelly Serjt, in support of the rule. The case of Doe 
V. Amey (e) shews that the same strictness is not required 
in motions of this kind as where the party proceeds by 
attachment The case of Jordan v. Berwick {d), and Doe 
d. Moody v. Squire (e), are authorities to the same effect 
The point is discussed, and the cases collected, in a note to 
Hawkins v. Benton (/). 

Wilde, C. J. — Without entering into the question how 
fiur a rule of this kind is analogous to a motion for attach- 
ment, it appears that there is a recognised rule of practice, 
which is to be observed except under special circumstances. 
Where a party is soi^ht to be proceeded against in tliis 
summary manner, the award should be properly brought to 
his notice; and there is a clear and defined rule that in 
such a case there should be a delivery of a copy of the 

(a) 6 B. & A. 184. Dowl. 23, N. S. 

(b) Ante,yo\. 1, p. 496, 7 ; S. C. (rf) 1 Dowl. 271, N. S. 
6 M. & G. 149 ; 6 Scott, N. R. 936. (e) 2 Dowl. 327, N. S. 

(c) 8 M. & W. 565 ; S. C. 1 (/) Ante, vol. 2, p. 468, n. (c). 
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Habris. 



1849. award and the production at the same time of the original. 

^^YD ^^ ^^® present case, a copy was served, and the original 
award shewn to Lloyd at a time when a demand was made 
with regard to a distinct and independent matter. It 
seems to me, therefore, that with respect to the present 
application there has been no proper service of the award; 
and there is an absence of any circumstances which would 
call upon us to dispense with the general rule. The rule 
therefore must be discharged. 

CoLTMAN, J. — It is essential that in cases like this there 
should be a well known definite rule; and such a rule does 
in point of fact exist. Such a rule ought not to be departed 
from except under very special circumstances; and none 
such exist in the present case. 

Maule, J. — The practice of granting rules of this kind 
emanates from a decision in the Queen's Bench (a), which 
has been* acted upon in several subsequent cases (&)• I think 
that this summary remedy ought not to be granted, unless 
it appear that the party has knowingly and wilfiilly refused 
to do something which by the rule of Court he was bound 
to do, afler notice of his obligation. He cannot be taken 
to have refused wilfully, unless he had notice of the in- 
struments creating the obligation. The rule of service is 
that a copy shall be served, and the original shewn at the 
same time. Even if this were to be decided for the first 
time, I should consider that the proper mode was to serve 
A copy, and enable the party to make sure it is a true copy, 
by producing to him the original. I do not think this is a 
mere technicality, but a substantial matter. 

Rule discharged. 

(a) Jones v. miliams, 11 A. & E. 175 ; S. C. 4 P. & D. 217. 
(6) See Creswick v. Harrison, 1 L., M. & P. 721. 
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1849. 

CoLLMAN and Another v. Biedman. 

1 HIS was a rule calling upon one Marshall and his Thepa^eeof 
attorney to shew cause why all further proceedings in the n<SijJiving 
above action should not be stayed, and why they or one of P"^ *^® 
them should not pay to the defendant his costs of the indoneesoii 
action, and of this application as between attorney and the derendant 
clienL *^® °^*'» 

The following fscts appeared upon the aflBdavits. The "f *>?«> agdint 
defendant, by whom the above rule had been obtained, had the name of 
made his promissory note for 5021, payable to one Marshall, without their 
who had indorsed it to the plaintifis. The defendant did J^JJ^^^'II^ 
not pay the note when it became due. Marshall thereupon Terdictfor the 

amount of the 

paid the larger portion of the amount, and the defendant note which 

the smaller sum to the plaintifis. The plaintiffs handed the pJd,but not 

note over to Marshall, who brought the present action in ^ ^"J 

their names, though without their authority, against the the application 

defendant The defendant pleaded non fecit and pay- ant, made 

roent At the trial a verdict was taken for the balance f?l#J?t!L™** 

to stay pro- 

remaininfi: due upon the note from the defendant, and the ceedings 

^ , , , . without coiti 

Judge certified for immediate execution for the debt on either ride. 
The amount remaining due on the promissory note had 
since been paid, but not the costs. It appeared that 
Marshall had some grounds for believing that he had the 
authority of one of the plaintifis for using their names in 
the action. 



Byles, Serjt, shewed cause on behalf of Marshall The 
defendant has no right to call upon any one not a party to 
the record to pay the costs of the action, and the Court has 
no jurisdiction to make such an order. [fFilde^ C. J. — Can 
a party who sues out the process of this Coiurt in the 
name of a third person, be permitted to deny that he is a 
suitor, or to contend that the Court has no power to order 
him to pay costs ?] The defendant was bound to pay the 
amount of the promissory note, and it is not suggested that 
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1849. he was in any way prejudiced or deprived of any defence 
T""^''^^^ by the action being brought in the names of the present 

and Another plaintiffs. 



V, 
BlEDMAN. 



Lush shewed cause on behalf of the attorney. 

Bovill in support of the rule. It may be quite true that 
the defendant has not shewn that he is prejudiced in this 
defence by the action being brought in the plaintifis' names 
instead of that of Marshall ; but it is clear that Marshall 
has brought this action in the plaintifis' names without 
their authority, and this Court will not permit this un- 
authorized use of a party's name, but will visit the offender 
with costs. 

Wilde, C. J. — It is clear that Marshall had no authori^ 
from the plaintifis to bring this action, but it is not clear 
that he knew that he had none. He has acted carelessly in 
the matter, and so has his attorney. The case comes before 
us under peculiar circumstances. The defendant does not 
appear to have been prejudiced in any way in his defence. 
The process of the Court, however, has been used in a man- 
ner not warranted by law. Where actions are brought in 
the names of third parties not interested in the subject- 
matter, the attorney should be careful to have a proper 
authority for using their name& I think the plaintifis ought 
not to be allowed any costs ; at the same time, I cannot see 
that the defendant, who has not been prejudiced, is entitled 
to any. I think, therefore^ the justice of the case will be 
satisfied by making the rule absolute to stay proceedings, 
without costs on either side, and that each party bear his 
own costs of the present rule. 

CoLTMAN, J. concurred. 



Cresswell, J. — I do not exactly understand on what 
precise ground we are deciding this case, although I am not 
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prepared to differ from the rest of the Court These 1849. 

applicadons are usually made by the parties whose names collman 

have been used without their authority. It perhaps is •»<* Another 

reasonable that Marshall should not be allowed any longer Bixoman. 
to use the names of the plaintifBs. 

Williams, J. concurred. 

Rule accordingly. 



Tate v. Hitchins and Others. 

^nLSSUMPSIT. The declaration contained three counts. Toadecla- 
The first was in the usual form for work and labour as an ^▼end'Si"'* 
attorney, the second was for money paid, and the third on ^"^^"' 
an account stated. counts for 

Plea by the defendant, Hitchins, alone; secondly, that UboorMan 
the action was commenced after the passing of the 6 & 7 (brraoney " 
Vict c. 73, intituled, &c., and that the same is now main- R"^ ??»«/ ^ 

, , t"6 defendanta 

tained by the plaintiff against the defendant for the recovery pleaded that 
of certain fees, charges, and disbursements claimed by the commenced 
plaintiff to be due to him firom the defendant, and in respect ^^ ^^ J 
of certain business theretofore done by the plaintiff, as an wid was for 

. , , the recovery 

attorney and solicitor, for the said defendant, as in the of certain fees 
first count in that behalf mentioned; and the defendant u^^^^ 
further says, that the plaintiff did not, one calendar month "j^^^^^^^^^ 
bef(M:« the commencement of this suit, deliver unto the said to be due from 

the defendant 

defendant, he being the party to be charged therewith, or in respect of 
send by the poet to or leave for him at his counting-house, ^^^ doneas 
oflSce of business, dwelling-house, or last known place of "^'^^7* 

first count in 
that behalf mentioned ;** and that the plaintiff did not one calendar month before, &c., ** deliver 
aaio the said defendant, he being the party to be charged therewith, or send by the post to or 
leave for him at his counting-house, o£Bce of business, dwelling-house, or last Known place of 
abode,'* a signed bill of costs. 

Held, on special demurrer, that the pica was good, and sufficiently negatived a delivery of a 
signed bill in compliance with the statute. 

Held also, that the word ** disbursements*' must be taken to apply to the " money paid*' in the 
second count ; and therefore that the plea, which was pleaded generally to the whole declaration, 
contained a sufficient answer to that count also. 
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1849. 



Tatb 

V. 
HlTCHINS 

ABdOtben. 



abode, or at cither of such places, any bill of such charges, 
fees, and disbursements, subscribed with the proper hand of 
the plaintiff, either with his own name, or with the name 
or style of any partnership of which the plaintiff is or was 
at any time a member, or enclosed in or accompanied by 
any letter subscribed in like manner referring to any such 
bill as aforesaid, as by the statute in such case made and 
provided is required. And the defendant further says, 
that the said account in the last count mentioned was 
stated by the defendant of and concerning and included in 
the said sura in the first count mentioned, and that the two 
sums are one and the same debt Verification. 
Special demurrer and joinder. 



Barnard, in support of the demurrer (a). The plea is 
bad on two grounds ; first, it is pleaded to the whole decla- 
ration, which contains three counts, and it is no answer to 
the second count That count is for money paid, and the 
plea says nothing about money paid. [Cresswell, J. — It 
speaks of '^ disbursements," and nothing is said about dis- 
bursements except in the second count] The " disburse- 
ments" mentioned in the plea are disbursements as an 
attorney; whereas the plaintiff might recover under the 
second count for money not paid as an attorney. [He 
referred to Rayner v. Wright (A).] 

Secondly, it does not sufficiently negative a delivery of a 
bill of costs within the statute. It is consistent with the 
terms of this plea, that the plaintiff may have delivered his 
bill to one of the other defendants ; and as they are sued 
as joint contractors a delivery to one would be sufficient ; 
Crawder v. S^iee (c) ; Kiteley v. Scolfield {d\ Those 
cases, it is true, were decided under the former act, the 
2 Geo. 2, c. 23, s. 23 ; but the terms of the present act, 
6 & 7 Vict c. 73, s. 37, are similar. 



(a) In Easter Term. 
(A) 2 Dowl. 418, N.S. 
(c) 1 Campb. 437. 



(rf) Q. B., Trin. Term, 1842, 
cited from 6 Jurist, 1059* 
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Fhipsan, contra. As to the first objection, if the plea 
had contained the words '^ money paid," it would have 
been clearly an answer to the second count It is submitted 
that the word " disbursements" has the same meaning, and 
can only apply to the second count There is no demurrer 
here on the ground of ambiguity, and the words '*as in the 
first count" "mentioned" clearly refer only to the "busi- 
ness" " done by the plaintiff" "as an attorney and solicitor," 
If the plaintiff is seeking to recover money not paid as an 
attorney, his proper course was to have new assigned. [He 
referred to Mee v. Tamlinsan (a).] 

As to the second objection, the plea denies the delivery 
of a bill of costs in any of the modes prescribed by the 
statute, and that is sufficient A delivery of the bill to a 
co-contractor would only be one mode of delivering the 
bill to the defendant, as delivering it to an agent would be 
another ; in either case, to be effectual under the statute, it 
must operate as a delivery to the defendant himself and 
the plea denies any such a delivery. In truth, the objec- 
tion is, that the plea should have negatived the evidence 
which would support a replication that a bill was delivered. 
The words in the 37th section, " party to be charged there- 
with," do not limit the delivery to the defendant personally ; 
Vincent v. Slaymaker (£). What amounts to a delivery to 
the defendant is matter of evidence ; Edwards v. Lawless (c); 
Finchett v. How {d)\ Oxenham v. Lemon (e). If the plain- 
tiff were to reply that a bill had been left for the defendant 
at his counting-house, evidence that the bill was left at the 
counting-house of a co-contractor would, it is submitted, 
support that issue (/). The plaintiff, therefore, could be 
under no difficulty in replying. [He referred also to Warren 
V. Cunningham {g\ and Eggington v. Cumberledge (A).] 



(a) 4 A. & £. 262 ; S. C. 5 N. 
& M. 624. 

(6) 12 East, 372. 

(c) Ante, vol. 6, p. 105 ; S. C. 
6 C. B. 329. 

if) 2 Campb. 275. 



(e) 2 D. & R. 461. 

(/) See BUmdy v. De Burgh, 
ante, vol. 6, p. 412; S. C. 6 C. B. 
623. 

(g) Gow. N. P. 71. 

(h) 1 £i.ch. 271. 



1849. 



Tatb 

V. 
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and Others. 
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1849. Bamardy in reply (a). 



Tatk 

o. 

HITCHIN8 

and Others. 



Wilde, C. J. — The Court are of opinion that the word 
'* disbursements" sufficiently applies to the second count 

Barnard. If the plaintiff were to reply that a bill had 
been left for the defendant at his counting-house, and the 
fact were that the bill was left at the counting-house of a 
co-contractor, that would not be a sufficient delivery within 
the statute, unless it were the counting-house of both as co- 
contractors (b). Such a replication, therefore, would tender 
an immaterial issue. 

Wilde, C. J. — I am of opinion that the plea is good, 
and that the defendant is entitled to judgment. The act 
of Parliament points out several modes in which an attorney 
may deliver his bill of costs, so as to entitle him to bring 
an action for the recovery of the amount The first branch 
of the 37th section requires that he should deliver his bill 
to the •* party to be charged therewith ;" but in order to 
relieve the attorney from the difficulties of a personal deli- 
very in all cases, the section proceeds to enact that it may 
be ^^ sent by the post to, or left at hb counting-house, office 
of business, dwelling-house, or last known place of abode." 
As the attorney must prove a delivery in one of the modes 
pointed out by the statute, so the plea must negative a delir 
very in each one of those modes. This is an action against 
several co-contractors. The plea says that there has been 
no delivery to the defendant himself, and then goes on to 
negative every other mode of delivery specified in the 
statute. The plaintiff contends that the plea is bad, became 
it does not also negative a delivery of the bill in every other 
mode, which would be good within the statute. He argues 
that there may have been a constructive delivery to the 



(a) On the first day of the present Term. 

(b) See Blandy v. De Burgh, ante, vol. 6, p. 412. 
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defendant, as by sending it by post to a co-con tractor, or a 1849. 
delivery at the joint place of business of the defendants. tate 
If there has been such a delivery as is suggested, there has ^* 

been a delivery to the defendant within the statute, and as and Others, 
this plea negatives any delivery in the very terms of the 
37th section, it follows that any delivery good within the 
statute must fall within one or other of the modes described 
in the plea; and there would be no difficulty of framing a 
replication on one or other of them* No doubt difficulties 
may arise in the case of co-contractors. If, for instance, a 
joint retainer be given by several defendants, and there be 
a delivery at a particular place, by desire of one, all were 
to plead no signed bill delivered, the delivery might be good 
as against the one, and bad as to the rest; — in such a case, 
could there be a verdict against the one and for the other 
defendants ? It seems to me that the plaintiff, under such 
circumstances, must fail altogether. 

CoLTMAN, J. — I think that the plea is sufficient, as it 
negatives the delivery in any of the modes pointed out by 
the statute, and no other delivery than those so pointed out 
would be sufficient 

Cresswell, J. — I am of the same opinion. It has 
been decided in Kitefy v. Scolfield (a), that the denial of a 
delivery to the defendant himself, denies a delivery to a 
joint contractor. Here the plea denies also that the bill 
was sent to the defendant by the post, or left for him at 
his counting-house, office of business, dwelling-house, or 
last known place of abode. If there had been a delivery at 
the joint office of business of the defendant and others, that 
would have been a delivery at the office of business of the 
defendant, and this is denied by the plea. But it is said 
that there may have been a delivery at the separate office 
of business of another co-contractor, which this plea does 

(a) Q. B.» TriD. Term, 1842, cited from 6 Jurist, 1069. 
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not deny. That may or may not be a sufficient delivery 
within the statute; but it is impossible not to see that 
either it is a good delivery, and is within the terms of the 
denial ; or it is not a good delivery within the statute, and 
so is not necessary to be negatived by the plea. 



Williams, J. — The plaintiff cannot reply de injuria to 
this plea, as it does not set up matter of excuse, but if he 
could, upon an issue joined on it, he would be entitled to 
set up any mode of delivery within the terms of the statute. 
The only difficulty that I have felt is, whether, in the case 
of a delivery of the bill at the house of a co-contractor, in 
which the defendant pleading has resided, but where he no 
longer resides, a sufficient delivery has taken place as 
against him. But if it is a good delivery within the statute, 
it is only because it amounts to a delivery at one or other 
of the following places, namely, the defendant's counting- 
house, office of business, dwelling-house, or last known place 
of abode. 

Judgment for the Plaintiff. 



KiNNERSLEY V. KnOTT. 

Assumpsit. Thomas Klnnersley complains of John 
M. Knott, &c. For that whereas on, &c., one William 
Henry Hyde made his bill of exchange in writing, and 
directed the same to the defendant, and thereby required 
the defendant to pay to the order of the said William 
Henry Hyde the sum of 65L 10«., and the defendant then 
accepted the said bill, and the said William Henry Hyde 
then indorsed the said bill to the plaintiff, &c. 

Special demurrer. *^ The defendant, by K H., his 



The decla- 
ration b jT 
indonee 
against the 
acceptor of a 
bill of ex- 
change, de- 
acribed the 
defendant as 
** John M. 
Knott.*! Hdd, 
on special 
demurrer, 
that the letter 
" M." not 
being a vowel, 
the Court 

could not presume that it was a name by itself; that the defendant's name being thus left in 
uncertainty, the declaration was bad on the face of it, and that the proper mode of taking advan- 
tage of the defect was by demurrer. 
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attorney, says," Ac. The grounds stated were, that the 
Christian name of the defendant was not fully stated and 
set forth in the declaration, and that the defendant was 
therein described as John M. Knott, and with the initial 
letter M. for his Christian name, or one of his first 
names; — that the Christian name, or first names of the 
defendant, should have been stated and set forth in 
full, or else the plaintifi^ should have stated a sufficient 
cause or excuse for not so stating or setting the same 
forth; — that the description of the defendant by the said 
name of John M. Knott, and with that initial, was 
improper, &c 

Joinder in demurrer. 

T\ilfaurdy Serjt^ in support of the demurrer. The des- 
cription of a defendant's Christian name by an initial only 
is bad, unless the initial can be taken to be a Christian 
name. In Appelmans v. Blanche (a), and Esdaile v. Mac^ 
lean {b)^ the omission of the Christian names, even of third 
parties mentioned in the pleadings, was held to be bad. 
Turner v. FiU (c) ; Lety v. Webb {d\ and Gatty v. Field {e\ 
are authorities to the same efiect In Nash v. Collier (/), the 
defendant was described as " William Henry W. Collier^ in 
the declaration, and the Court refused to set aside a demurrer^ 
on the ground of this description, as frivolous, and intimated 
a strong opinion that the declaration was bad. That case 
was cited and upheld in Miller v. Hay (jr), where the des- 
cription of a defendant as ** W. D. Hay," was held bad on 
demurrer. If the initial letter had been a vowel, so as to 
have had an independent sound of itself, the Court might 
perhaps have treated it as a Christian name ; but here it is 
a consonant, and incomplete as a sound in itself, and the 

(a) 14 M. k W. 154. (e) 9 a B. 431. 

(h) 16 M. & W. 277. (/) Ante, vol. 5, p. 341 ; S. C. 

(c) 3 C B. 701. nam. dw. 5 C. B. 177. 

id) 9 Q. B. 427. ig) 3 Exch. 14. 

vou vn. K D. & L. 
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1849. Court cannot avoid seeing that something is omitted. In 
KiNMEESLsr ^^^^ V- LandeUs (a), the initial letter used was a vowel, 
^ ^ and there the description was held sufficient; but the 

reason of that decision is given by MauUy J., that ''a 
vowel, which is in itself a word, and may be pronounced 
separately, may be a name ; though a consonant, which is 
incapable of being pronounced without the addition of 
a vowel, cannot** The stat. 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 42, s. 12, 
does not remedy the defect in this case, as there is no 
allegation that the defendant was described in the same 
way in the bill of exchange. 

F. Robinson^ contr^ Tliere is nothing to shew that 
'^ M." is an initial letter of a name. It may be a mere idle 
mark, or be part of the surname, as a contraction for "Mac," 
as occurs in many Scotch and Irish names. Besides, such a 
defect is not the proper subject of a demurrer. If the defend- 
ant is prejudiced by its insertion, and it amounts to a mis- 
description, he should apply by summons to have the M. 
struck out, and the proper name inserted. That was the 
course pointed out by Parke^ B., as the proper one to 
be pursued, in Stut v. Kennedy (b). In Lindsay v. 
Wells {c)y the Court refused to set aside a declaration on 
this ground as irregular. In BratthtDoite v. Harrison (d), 
the declaration, which was by indorsee against the 
acceptor of a bill of exchange, described the drawer as 
^*one J. Bankes;" and a demurrer, on the ground that 
the Christian name should have been set out at full, was 
set aside as frivolous. [He referred also to WUUams v. 
OgU (e)]. 

Besides, the defendant has admitted by his demurrer 
that he is the defendant described in the declaration, and, 

(a) 6 C. B. 577, 81 ; S. C. ante, (c) 3 Binfif. N. C. 777 ; S. C. 

vol. 6, p. 396. 4 Scott, 471 ; 5 Dowl. 618. 

(ft) 4 M. & W. 586 ; S. C. 7 id) Ante, vol. 1, p. 210. 
Dowl. 199. {e) 2 Stra. 889. 
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therefore, that ** John M. Knott" is his name. Upon plea 1849. 
in abatement, this would be a sufficient answer. He 
referred to TaUent v. Jermy (a) ; Com. Dig. tit " Abate- 
mad^ (F. 17) ; Docker ▼. King {b\ and Roberts v. Moon (c). 
[CressweB, J. — ^The authorities you cite do not bear out 
jour position. Maule^ J. — You are in effect demurring to 
the demurrer.] 

The Court here intimated to F. Robinson that he might 
have leave to amend, which, however, he declined to avail 
himself of. 

Talfourdy Seijt, in reply. The case of BraUhuxnte v> 
Harrison (d)^ is overruled by the later decisions in Levy v. 
¥Febb (e), and Cfatty v. FieU(f). 

WiLDK, C. J. — ^The point in this case has been discussed 
in several cases, and the result of the authorities is, that 
this demurrer must prevail. In Nash v. Cottier {ff)^ the 
very same point was taken upon demurrer, and this Court 
not only refused to set aside the demurrer as frivolous, but 
intimated a strong opinion that a demurrer on this ground 
must prevail ; and the party who moved to set aside the 
demurrer seems wisdy to have taken the hint thus given, 
and to have acted on it ; for we never heard more of the 
case. In that, as in the present case, there was a good 
Christian name' fully stated, but that fact was not considered 
as any answer to the objection. In MiUer v. Hay {h\ the 
Court of Exchequer acted upon the authcMity of that case, 
and held a demurrer for the same cause good. The mode 
of declaring adopted by the plaintiff must be either an 
irregularity or a cause of demurrer. It has been held not 

(a) Comb. ISS. (/) 9 Q. B. 431. 

(5) 5 Tannt. 652. {g) AnU, vol. 5, p. 341 ; S. C. 

(e) 6 T. R. 4S7. nom- dk. 6 C. B. IT7. 

id) Ante, voL 1, p. 210. (h) 3 Ezch. 14. 

(e) 9 d B. 427. 

K 2 
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1849. to be an irregularity (a), and, therefore, I think, may be 
KiNNEBSLCY P^opeHy objected to upon demurrer. 

V. 

Knott. 

CoLTMAN, J. — The case of Ncuh v. Collier (6), upon 

which the Court of Exchequer acted in Miller v. Hay{c\ is 

not to be distinguished from the present. The defendant 

is entitled to judgment. 

Maule, J.— The stat. 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 42, s. 12, which 
enables a plaintiff on declaring on a bill of exchange or 
promissory note to state " the initial letter" by which a 
party to the instrument is designated thereon, assumes that 
letters are used as initials of name& This Court seeing 
a letter before a name which cannot by itself be sounded, 
will treat it, therefore, as an initial letter. The rule 
of pleading is, that the name of every person mentioned in 
a pleading must be fully stated and set forth, or some 
excuse alleged for the omission. Here the plaintiff does 
neither. Where the initial is a vowel, which is vocalis 
or sonans, and can be spoken, the Courts have been (and I 
think rightly so) astute to discover a reason why a demurrer 
of this kind ought not to succeed, and have assumed it to 
be a Christian name. But here the initial is a consonant, 
(consonans), which can only be sounded together with some 
vowel, and, therefore, cannot be assumed to be a name of 
itsel£ The defendant's name is thus left in uncertainty ; 
and according to the case of Miller v. Hay^ which was 
founded on the previous case of Nash v. Collier^ the decla- 
ration is therefore bad on the face of it, and the proper mode 
of taking advantage of the defect is by demurrer. 

Crbsswell, J., concurred. 

Judgment for the Defendant 

(a) lAndsajf v. Wetti, 3 Bing. (b) Ante, vol. 5, p. 341 ; S. C. 

N. C. 777 ; 4 Scott, 471 ; 6 Dowl. nom, dh. 5 C. B. 177. 
61S. (c) 3 Bxch. 14. 
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1849. 
Pennell and Others, Assignees of Burton v. Stephens. 

j\ FEIGNED issue had been directed to try whether at Inaeonver. 
the time of the seizure of one Burton*s goods under an ti^e clerk of 
execution at the suit of the defendant, the defendant had !^*^|!i^^^ 
notice of an act of bankruptcy having been committed by attorney and 

- , , the clerk of 

the bankrupt. the bankrupt's 

At the trial before Lord Denmauy C. J., at the Surrey Spring *a|2^ told the 
Aflsuses, 1848, the following facts appeared. The present ^^^^^U*** 
defendant had brought an action against the bankrupt, committed 
in which a Mr. Cox acted as his attorney, and a Mr. Lloyd bankruptcy, 
as attorney for the bankrupt Issue had been joined prior ^2^^,u " 
to the 6th of November, 1847, and on that day Mr. Lloyd ficient notice 

y , Within the 

wrote to Mr. Cox, offering an arrangement of the action, proviso in the 
and stating that there were other creditors suing, and that ^ 29, 1. 1, to 
if the action was pressed, Burton must go into the Gazette. ^^"^10^ w^a* 
On the 12th, Mr. Lloyd wrote another letter, offering to to defeat a 

Bubiequent 

take payment by instalments at certain periods. An order levy, it not 
to stay proceedings was afterwards drawn up, on the terms that^he cTerk 
proposed. A clerk of Mr. Lloyd afterwards called at Mr. ^[ *J« attorney 

«^ '^ •' of the execu- 

Cox's oflSce, saw there a clerk who had attended when the tion creditor 

order to stay the proceedings was drawn up, and asked for management 

further time to pay the first instalment Cox's clerk said olthat^he^ad 

he would speak to his principal about it. Lloyd's clerk communicated 

^ ' ^ * , , " , the information 

then said, ** if you do not give us time, you will have notice which he had 
of an act of bankruptcy. Burton has committed an act of principal. 
bankruptcy.'* "Has he?" said Cox's clerk, "perhaps he bJJ^jJ*'^ 
has committed several" "Yes," replied the other, "he has managing 

clerk, whether 

committed several." The levy took place some days after- the notice 
wards. The learned Judge told the jury that the notice bwniufficfent, 
so given by the one attorney's clerk to the other, was v«<w«- 
sufficient evidence of notice to the defendant of the act of 
bankruptcy; and the jury thereupon found a verdict for 
the plaintiff. A rule nisi for a new trial on the ground 
of misdirection, and that the verdict was against evidence, 
having been obtained ; 
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1849. 



Pennell 
and Others 

STEPUEHa. 



BomU and Wise shewed cause (a). There has been no 
misdirection. The case comes within the principle that 
the clerk of an attorney who has the management of the 
cause, is a proper agent to give and receive all notices 
which relate to the cause. In Tayhr v« fFiUans (i), Lord 
Tenierden says, '^ If an attorney leaves the conduct of a 
cause to his clerk, what the latter does therein, binds the 
party as much as the act of the attorney himself." Notice 
of an act of bankruptcy given to the attorney of the 
execution creditor has been held to be equally valid as if 
given to the creditor himself; Rothtoell v. T%fnbreU{c). 
Here the clerk was acting in the cause, at the time he gave 
the notice ; and it was such a notice as the attorney in the 
management of the cause was authorized to give, and the 
other to receive. No particular form of notice of an act of 
bankruptcy is necessary ; Udcd v. Walton (d). A tender 
to the clerk of an attorney at his office has been held good ; 
Wilmatt V. Smith (e). Communications made to the clerk 
of an attorney acting on his master's behalf, are equally 
privileged as if made to the attorney himself; Tayhr v. 
Forster (/); Bowman v. Norton (y). In Standage v. 
Creiffhton (A) it was held that an admission made by a 
clerk who had the management of the cause, was admissible 
equally as if made by the attorney. The case of Pike v. 
Stephens {i) is distinguishable, as there the notice was given 
to a clerk who was not shewn to have had anything to do 
with the cause. 



Shee, Serjt., and Pearson, in support of the rule. The 
question turns upon how far a notice to an attorney's clerk 
can be said to be a notice to the party *^ at whose suit" the 



(a) The case was partly argued 
ID last Hilary Term. 

(&) 2 B. & Ad. 845, 856. 

Cc) 1 Dowl. 778, N. S. 

«Q 14 M. & W. 254. 

{e) M & M. 238 ; S. C. 3 C. 



& P. 453. 

(/) 2 C. & P. 195. 

(g) SC.St P. 177. 

(ft) Id. 406. 

(t) Trin.Term, 1848, cited from 
17 Law Journ., Q. B. 282. 



TRINITY TERM, 12 VICT. 



1S5 



*< execadon" <* issued" within the meaning of 2 & 3 Vict 
c. 29, 8. 1. It is not disputed, that according to the case 
of EoiluoeU v. TimbreU^ a notice of an act of bankruptcy 
given to the attorney is equally valid as if given to the 
execution creditor himself; but it would be carrying the 
construction to be put upon the statute further than it has 
yet gone, if a notice to the clerk of the attorney be held 
sufficient In the present case there was no evidence that 
the notice was communicated to the attorney* In Ramsey 
V. JEaton {a) it was held, that notice given to a sheriff's 
officer was not sufficient In Bird v. Bass (i), notice of an 
act of bankruptcy had been given by letter to the attorney 
of the execution creditors, and it was held that the mere 
delivery of the letter at the attorney's office was no proof 
of notice to the execution creditor, without evidence that 
the letter had been read, or that the attorney had wilfully 
abstained from reading it. Pike v. Stephens is an authority 
in favour of the defendant That case decides, that a 
notice to a clerk of an attorney at his office is not sufficient 
to defeat an execution under the proviso in the 2 & 3 Vict. 
c. 29, s. 1, unless it be shewn that the clerk had the 
management of the cause, or had communicated the notice 
to the attorney. 



1849. 



Pennell 
andOtbert 

9. 

SrsmENS. 



Wilde, C. J. — The authorities shew that notice of an 
act of bankruptcy given to the attorney in the cause in the 
course of the proceedings, is notice to the party. It may 
not be material to inquire how the attorney receives the 
notice, provided he does receive it ; and if Cox's clerk had 
communicated to his master the notice which he received, 
I am not prepared to say that it would not have been 
sufficient But nothing of the kind is here shewn. The 
evidence simply is, that Lloyd's clerk called at Cox's 
office, and asking for more time to pay the first instal- 
ment, said that if it was not granted, they (meaning the 



(a) 10 M. & W. 22; S. C. 
2 Dowl. 219, N. S. 



(6) 6 M. & G. 143; S. C. 6 
Scott, N. R., 928. 
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Pennell 
and Otben 

V. 

Stefhenb. 
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plaintiff in the action and Cox the attorney) would receive 
notice of an act of bankruptcy, at the same time saying, 
that Burton had committed several acts of bankruptcy. 
I do not think it is sufficient that notice should be given 
in this loose way, or that the notice thus given was given 
in a manner, or under circumstances, which imposed upon 
Cox's clerk the duty of communicating it to his master* 
I think the learned (yhief Justice went too far in ruling 
that the notice was sufficient as a matter of law, and the 
rule for a new trial on the ground of misdirection must, 
therefore, be made absolute. 



CoLTMAN, J. — It is going some way to hold that notice 
to the attorney is notice to the execution creditor, but it is 
going still further to hold that notice to the managing clerk 
of an attorney is notice to the principal Undoubtedly 
there are circumstances under which in practice it is neces- 
sary that the managing clerk should be looked upon as the 
attorney himself. If then it had been proved that Cox's 
clerk was in the position of a managing clerk, it would have 
given rise to the question whether such a notice given to a 
managing clerk is sufficient. But it was not shewn that 
the clerk in question was such a clerk, and, therefore, even 
that question does not arise. 

Maule, J., and Cbbsswell, J., concurred. 



Rule absolute. 
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1849. 



Lee v. Lester. 

UEBT on a bond in the penal sum of 300/. To debt on a 

The plea set out the bond and its condition, which was dition of which 

in the following terms:— "The condition of the above ^"nj'jj^/' 

written bond or obligation is sach, that, if the above named tcrwi at cer- 

John Lester, his heirs, executors, or administrators, or any and the prin*. 

other person or persons on his or their behalf, do and shall mOTtbTpre- 

well and truly pay, or cause to be paid, unto the said 5^^*^^°^^^;^ 

I). Tiee, his executors, administrators, or assigns, the sum of pleaded that 

150/1, of lawful money current in England, with interest for the repayment 

the same, at and after the rate of 4i per cent per annum, hld^l^ngKen! 

of the like lawful money, on the days and times hereinafter ^^ ^^** *' 

_ "^ •' the commence' 

mentioned, that is to say, the sum of SL for one half-year's ment of the 

interest thereof, on the 4th day of March, and 4th day of ^as due upK>n 

September in every year, so long as the said principal sum ||,jgp^» ^ 



opo 
the bond tor 

a 

shall remain due on this security, and the sum of 150L at certain sum; 



.... . that at the 

the expiration of six calendar months next after the said commence^ 

D. Lee, his executors, administrators, or assigns, shall have sai°pUiotiff 

given to, or. left at the usual place of abode of, the said J""i!j" 

John Lester, his executors or administrators, notice in defendant for, 

writing, and thereby required payment thereof, together to that sum): 

with all interest, after the rate aforesaid, as may at the ^^©n modon 

expiration of such six calendar months remain unpaid; and wm* judgment 

* ^ _ ^ ^ Don obstante 

if the said John Lester, his heirs, &c., or any other person Teredicto. 
or persons as aforesaid, do and shall make all such payments, 
without any deduction whatsoever thereout, and without 
fraud or further delay; then the above written bond or 
obligation is to be void, or else to remain in full force and 
virtue," &c. 

It then averred that the plaintiff did not six calendar 
months before the commencement of the suit, or at any 
other time, give notice requiring payment of the principal 
money ; ^* that at the time of the commencement of this 
suit there was due and owing from the defendant to the 
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1849. plaintiff, upon the said writing obligatory, by the said 
"^^ condition thereof, for the interest in the condition men- 
^' tioned, a certain sum of money, to wit, the sum of 

6/. 14*. l(ki; that the plain tiflF before and at the com- 
mencement of this suit was, and still remained indebted to 
the defendant in a large sum of money, to wit, the sum of 
57L Ss. 6d.y for work and labour," &c., *^ money paid," &c, 
** which said sum of money, so due and owing from the 
plaintiff to the defendant, was wholly unpaid, and equalled 
the money so due and owing from the defendant by virtue 
of the said condition of the said writing obligatory," ^* and 
which said sum of money, so due and owing from the 
plaintiff, or so much thereof as should be necessary in this 
behalf, he, the defendant, was ready and willing, and 
offered to set off and allow against the said sum of money 
so remaining due and payable by the condition of the said 
writing obligatory, according to the form of the statute," &c. 
Verification. 

Upon this plea issue was joined (a); and at the trial 
before Flatty B., at the Spring Assizes for Somersetshire, 
1848, a verdict was found for the defendant 

A rule nisi was afterwards obtained to enter up judgment 
for the plaintiff, non obstante veredicto; against which 

Crowder and Barstaw shewed cause. It will be con- 
tended on the part of the plaintiff, that a set-off accruing 
due after the interest to which it is pleaded became payable, 
is no bar to an action like the present But, it is submitted, 
that it is a good defence under the 8 Geo. 2, c. 24, s. 5, 
which recites the previous statute 2 Geo. 2, c. 22, s. 13, and 
enacts, that *^ in all cases where either the debt for which 
the action hath been, or shall be brought, or the debt intended 
to be set against the same, hath accrued or shall accrue by 
reason of any such penalty," (i. e., " a penalty contained 



(a) There were other issues in the action, to which it becomes 
unnecessary to refer. 
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in any bond or specialty,") « the debt intended to be set oflF 1849. 
Bhall be pleaded in bar, in which plea shall be shewn how 
much is truly and justly due on either side ; and, in case 
the plaintiff shall recover in any such action or suit, 
judgment shall be entered for no more than shall appear to 
be truly and justly due to the plaintiff, after one debt being 
set against tiie other as aforesaid." In HadgkiMon ▼• 
Wyatt{a\ it was held that payments of interest made 
after the day on which they were due, but bef<»ie action 
bfought, might be pleaded as a defence under the statute 
4 Ann. c» 16, s. 12 ; although that section in terms only 
applies to cases where the obligor has ** before the action 
fafoi^ht, paid to the obligee," &&, ^^the principal and 
interest due by the defeazance or condition of such bond." 
In CoUinB ▼. CoJliru (A), it was held that a set-off might be 
{beaded in bar to an action on a bond where the condition 
was for the payment of an annuity or growing sum. Lord 
Biea^fiM there says, that *' stoppage or setting off must 
have the same effect, under the 8 Gea 2, as payment had 
under 8 & 9 Wm. 3." ** Since these two very beneficial 
acts of 2 Gea 2, c. 22, and 8 Gea 2, c. 24, stoppage or 
setting off mutual debts, is become equivalent to actual 
payment : and a balance shall be struck, as in equity and 
justice it ought to be." [They referred also to the 8 & 9 
Wm. 3, c. 1 1, s. 8, and Bell v. Shaw (c).] 

Coekbum and Phhmf in support of the rule. The 
) Gea 2, c. 24, applies only to a right of set off existing 
It the time when the interest under the bond becomes 
Myable. Here the interest became payable before the 
iebt sou^bit to be set off existed. The bond, therefore, 
vas forfeited before the set-off became due ; and the set-off 
o be a bar under the statute must embrace, not only the 
nterest, but the principal money also. In The Skinners^ 



(a) Ante, vol. 1, p. 668. (c) Holt, N. P. C. 393. 

(6) 2 Burr. 820, 3» 5. 
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1849. Company v. Jones {a\ a bond was conditioned for the pay- 
ment of interest at certain periods, and of the principal 
money on a subsequent day. The interest being in arrear« 
and the obligor having become bankrupt, it was held that 
the bond had become forfeited, and might be proved under 
the commission, although the day on which the principal 
money was payable had not arrived. In Ashbee v. i%/- 
duch (A), the defendant pleaded to an action on a bond 
for 140021 as to 600L, parcel, &c., payment after the day ; 
and the plea was held bad on demurrer. Lord Abinger^ 
C. B., there says : ^* The bond became forfeited by the non- 
payment of the money at the day named in the condition. 
Then the statute of Anne gives the plea of sohit post diem, 
but it does not authorize such a plea as the present" 
Where an action is brought to recover the penalty of a bond, 
and the interest only is due, the Court will exercise an 
equitable jurisdiction in the matter, and stay execution for 
more than the interest due. But, in such cases, the Court 
has refiised to interfere with the legal rights of the parties, 
and to stay proceedings in the action ; Masfen v. Touchet {&) ; 

Tifftie V. Crofter (if), and Van Sandau v. (e\ In 

CoOins V. Collins (/*), the point was not insisted upon, that 
the interest became payable before the debt sought to be set 
off accrued due. 

CoLTMAN, J. (9)— I am of opinion that this rule must be 
discharged. To entitle a party to enter up judgment non 
obstante veredicto, he must make out a very clear case. 
I do not think that the plaintiff's counsel has distinguished 
this case firom that of Cottins v. ColHns, and looking at 
the statute of set-off, I see no reason for dissenting from 
the decision in that case. [His Lordship here read the 
5th section of the 8 Geo. 2, c. 24.] It appears to me that 

(a) 3 Bing.'-N. C. 481; S. C. (d) 2 Taunt 387. 
4 Scott, 271. (e) 1 B. & A. 214. 

(b) 1 M. & W. 564, 8. (/) 2 Burr. 820. 

(c) 2 W. Bl. 706. ig) Wilde, C. J., was absent. 
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the sum "truly and justly due" in this case is such sum as 1849. 

might remain due after deducting the amount sought to Lbb^ 

be set-off from the interest, and not from the principal . •*• 
moneysL 

Maulb, J.-^It has been sought to establish a distinction 
between a set-off existing at the time the liability on the 
bond accrued, and one arising at a subsequent period. 
But I think that no such distinction exists, and that the 
set-off is just as much a bar, whether accruing before or 
at a subsequent period. A debt can no more be set-off at 
common law, because due at the time of the accruing of 
the debt for which the action is brought, than if it did not 
become due till afterwards. The statute enables a party to 
give force and effect to a claim by way of set-off, provided 
it has all the requisites of a legal debt at the time of the 
commencement of the action. The question is, whether 
the set-off here pleaded is sufficient. The case of ColKns 
V. ColHns decides that it is, and nothing has been said 
to affect the authority of that case. It follows from that 
case, that if a six month's notice be given, the plaintiff may 
bring an action to recover the principal money, and this 
action and judgment will be no bar to it Besides, the 
plaintiff here had an opportunity of demurring to this plea, 
but chose to reply instead; and the (vourt therefore would 
only now interfere, if they could clearly see that the plea 
was bad. I am of opinion, however, that the plea is clearly 
not a bad plea. 

Cbbsbwell, J. — I have only heard a part of the argu- 
ment, but I see no reason to dissent from the opinion 
expressed by the rest of the Court. 

Rule discharged. 
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1849. 



Where a plea 
admits that 
the plaintiff 
at one time 
had a caose 
of action* but 
shewfl a dis- 
charge by 
Bttbtequent 
matter, the 
replication of 
de iojurii is 
improper. 



William Catterall^ Administrator, &c. t^. Lees. 

1 HE declaration was in debt, and contained the common 
counts. 

Plea as to 150L parcel, ftc, that after the contracting 
of the said debts, and the accruing of the causes of action, 
&C., the defendant delivered a promissory note for and on 
account of the said sum of 1502, parcel, &c., and all causes 
of action in respect thereof, to the intestate, who indorsed 
it in blank, and afterwards lost it; that the note still 
remained and continued lost, and that the plaintiff, as 
administrator, had not found the same, nor was he the 
holder thereof. 

Replication de injuria. 

Special demurrer and joinder. 



Edwin James f in support of the demurrer. The replication 
of de injuria is improper when the plea does not deny that 
at one time there was a cause of action, but only shews that 
it had ceased to exist at the commencement of the suit. 
Here the plea does not deny the original liability, but sets 
up matter of subsequent discharge. 

Kenrndiff contriL The plea does not so much set up 
matter of discharge, as matter suspending the remedy. 

Maule, J. — The replication of de injuria only applies 
where the plea denies that the plaintiff ever had any cause 
of action. 

Kennedy prayed leave to amend. 



Feb Cuiuam (a). 



Leave to amend accordingly. 



(a) Coltman, J,, Maule, J., and Cresswell, J. 
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1849. 



Wn.BY V. Elston. 
I^ASK First count That the plaintiff was about to in an action 



of tltnder for 



not 



receive, in a certain house in which she then resided with ^^^^ 
her mother, Maria Ann Wilby, divers pupils to instruct in •ctionable per 
divera acquirements of useful learning for reasonable reward not guiitj puts 
to be paid to her in that behalf, yet the defendant well neciml Uamagv 
knowing the premises, but contriving, &c., to wit, on, &c., ^"^jj*!^ 
in a certain discourse, which he, the defendant, then had uttering tbe 

words. 

of and concerning the plaintiff, in the presence and hearing The words 
off &c., did, in the presence and hearing of those persons, hyimp^tm^ 
ialsely and maliciously speak and publish of and concerning ^ "^ action- 
the plaintiff the fidse^ scandalous, malicious, and defamatory 
words following, that is to say, ** they," (meaning the plain- 
tiff, and the said M. A. W., the mother of the plaintiff), 
''came here setting themselves up for ladies, and taking 
every body in, and paid no one ; they get their living by 
imposture and going about with false petitions, they are 
nothing but impostors and swindlers. She," (thereby mean- 
ing the plaintiff), '' used to walk St. Paul's Church-yard for 
her living," (meaning thereby that she, the plaintiff, did 
walk in and about St. Paul's Church-yard, in the city of 
London, as a common prostitute, for the purpose of getting 
her living by prostitution of her body); by means of the 
committing of which grievances the plaintiff has been pre- 
vented from obtaining and receiving divers pupils in the 
said house where she resided with her mother as aforesaid, 
which she otherwise would have obtained and received. 
Special damage, that certain persons, to wit, one, &c, who 
were about to send, and but for the committing of the said 
grievances by the defendant would have sent, their children 
to the plaintiff as pupils, to be instructed by the plaintiff 
for reasonable reward to be paid to the plaintiff, wholly 
refused to send any of the said children to the plaintiff, 
and she, the plaintiff, hath been deprived of all the 
remuneration, &c. 
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1849. Second count for speaking other words (a). 

^ ^' At the trial before CoUmaru J., at the Essex Summer 

Assizes, 1848, the plaintiff proved that the defendant had 
uttered the following words : ^^ you are living by imposture ; 
you used to walk St Paul's Church-yard for your living." 
The learned Judge allowed the plaintiff to amend the first 
count, and to give these words in support of it The jury 
found a verdict for the plaintiff on the first count, with 5/. 
damages, at the same time stating, that in their opinion no 
special damage had been proved; and for the defendant 
on the second count Leave was reserved to the defendant 
to move that the verdict entered for the plaintiff on the 
first count should be set aside, and instead thereof a verdict 
be entered for the defendant A rule nisi having been 
obtained accordingly, 

Dowdestoeli shewed cause. It must be admitted, that 
according to Wharton v. Brooke (J), and Ayre v. Craven (c), 
words imputing a mere want of chastity are not actionable 
without proof of special damage ; and there is this further 
difficulty in the present case, that the words are not stated 
to have been spoken of the plaintiff in her character of in* 
structress. But the words ^^you are living by imposture," are, 
it is submitted, actionable, without proof of special damage. 
l^Maule, J. — A conjuror gets his living by imposture, and 
yet such a mode of life is not unlawful. To say of a person 
^* he is a cheat,*' is not actionable.] At any rate, the special 
damage is here admitted, the only plea being not guilty. 
In Perring v. Harris (cf ), Lord Abinger expresses an 
opinion, that where the special damage is the foundation 
of the action, the proper course is to traverse the special 
damage; and that if this is not done, it is admitted under 
the general issue. The case of Smith v. Thomas {e) may 

(a) Nothing turned upon the M. 220. 

•econd count, which ip therefore (<f; 2 M. & Rob. 5. 

omitted. (e) 2 Bing. N. C. 372, 3S0; 

(6) Per 7WM(i^, J., 1 Ventr. 21. S. C. 2 Scott, 646 ; 4 Dowl. 333. 

(c) 2 A, & E. 2 ; S. C. 4 N. & 
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be cited for the defendant ; but is distinguishable, as there the 1849. 
words were actionable per se, and a plea to the special damage ^^Jj]^7"^ 
was therefore held bad. THndal^ C. J., there says: '^ Where «• 

the words are actionable in themselves, it" (t. e. the special 
damage) ** is not the gist of the action, but a consequence 
only of the right of action. If the plaintiff proves his special 
damage, he may recover it ; if he faik in proving it, he may 
still resort to, and recover, hb general damages. A traverse, 
therefore, of such an allegation is immaterial and improper, 
as a finding upon it either way will have no effect as to 
right to the verdict." In WyUe v. Birch (a), the declara- 
tion suggested special damage arising from the breach of 
duty, and pleas traversing the special damage were held to 
be good. In Wright v. Newton {b\ the plaintiff alleged 
that through the defendant's negligence he lost a sum of 
money; and the Court allowed a plea traversing the loss 
of the money, together with a plea of the general issue. 
The pleas in both cases could have been good only on the 
ground that the special damage would otherwise be ad«> 
mitted by the general issue ; as Sutherland v. Pratt (c) has 
decided that a plea, traversing a fact which would be put 
in issue by the general issue, is bad. In Robimon v. itfor- 
chant (d). Lord Denman says : ** A plea to the damage 
only is bad, unless the damage is so essentially the cause of 
action that without it the action could not be maintained." 
[Mavley J., referred to The Cross Keys Bridge Company v. 
Rowlings (e).] Reg. Gen., HiL Term, 4 Wm. 4, IL, tit 
**Pleadings in Particular Actions,^ IV., in Case, is express upon 
the subject. It provides that the general issue ^* shall operate 
as a denial only of the breach of duty or wrongful act 
alleged to have been committed by the defendant, and not 
of the facts stated in the inducement, and no other defence 

(a) 4 a B. 566. id) 7 Q. B. 918» 926. 

(6) 3 Scott, 696. {€) 3 Bing. N. C. 71 ; S. C. 

(c) II M. & W. 296; S. C. 3 Scott, 400. 
2 Dowl. S13, N. S. 

yOL. VIl. L D. & !«.. 
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1849. than such denial shall be admissible under that plea.'' Here 
^j^Y ^^^ wrongful act is speaking the words. [He referred also 
to Frankum v. The Earl of Falmouth (a).] 



9 
E1.STON. 



Bramioellf in support of the rule. Special damage, it 
is admitted, is necessary to maintain the action; and is, 
therefore, part of the wrongful act complained of, and 
denied by the general issue. In Perring v. Harris (J) 
there was no plea of the general issue, and, therefore, the 
special damage was clearly admitted. The same remark 
applies to most of the other cases cited for the plaintiff. 
The fidlacy in the argument on the other side is in sup- 
posing that because a plea may be addressed to the special 
damage alone, the general issue therefore does not put it 
in issue. The case of Norton v. Schokfield (c) is expressly 
in point That was an action on the case for making a 
cesspool near a well, and thereby corrupting the water; 
and the Court of Exchequer refused to allow, together 
with the general issue, a plea denying that the water was 
corrupted Parkef B., there says, the plea of *^ not guil^ 
puts in issue both the act complained of and its conse- 
quences." 

CoLTMAN, J. — The question here is not whether a plea 
to the special damage should be allowed, but whether the 
general issue only being pleaded, the special damage alleged 
is admitted, where it is the foundation of the action. The 
effect of not guilty may be to admit that the pupils were 
lost ; but to deny that they were lost in consequence of the 
words spoken by the defendant; — as in the case of an action 
for wrongfully driving against the plaintiff and breaking 
his leg, the plea of not guilty does not deny that the leg 
was broken, but only that it was broken by the wrongful 
act of the defendant. 

(a) 2 A. & £. 452; S C. 4 N. (c) 9 M. & W. 665; S. C. 1 

& M. 330. Dowl. 63S, N. S. 

(6) 2 M. & Rob. 5 V 
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Maule, J. — The charge in the declaration is in substance 1849. 
that the defendant has injured the plaintiff by speaking wTlby 
certain words not actionable in themselves, but which <'• 

become actionable by reason of the special damage alleged 
to have ensued from them. The plea of not guilty denies 
that the defendant did injure the plaintiff in the manner 
described, and that puts in issue the infliction of the wrong 
in the manner described. It does not follow, that where 
an injury is stated to have occurred from an act, not in 
itself the subject of an action, a defendant may not deny 
the injury to have occurred by a plea less extensive than 
the general issue. In the case of an action for a negligent 
coUision between two vessels, in the one of which the 
plaintiff is a passenger, the plea of not guilty denies that 
tbe collision arose from the negligence of the defendant, 
and also that tbe plaintiff thereby sustained the injury ; 
bat the defendant may, if he please, admit the collision, 
and deny that the injury resulted therefrom, or he may 
admit tbe injury, but deny that the collision arose through 
his negligence* It does not follow that because the de- 
fendant may plead a plea less extensive than the general 
issue, that therefore the general issue does not still put in 
issoe everything which by the new rules it is not prohibited 
from putting in issue. I think that in this case the plea of 
not guilty put in issue the special damage alleged. 

Crbsswell, J. — ^I am of the same opinioiu This case 
is not distinguishable from that of Norton v. Scho^fiekL 

Williams, J. — The case of Perrmg v. Harrit, which was 
relied on, is not in point, as in that case there was no plea 
of the general issue. 

Rule absolute. 



L 2 
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1849. 

Carpenter and Another v. Hall. 
Obtaining 1 HIS was a rule to set aside the judgment signed in the 

from the plain- , 

tiff time to above cause, and all subsequent proceedings, for irregu- 

plead is a !««:♦„ 

waiver of an **"^y- 

irrwilarjty The following facts appeared upon the aflSdavits. The 

m the rule to , , ^ ^'^ * 

plead. plaintiff had served the defendant with a declaration in this 

cause, and also with a rule to plead, which was entitled 
" Carpenter v. Hall," instead of •* Carpenter and Another 
V. Hall." When the rule to plead expired, namely, on the 
14th of May m the present year, the defendant asked for, 
and obtained from the plaintiff, two days' time to plead. 
The defendant not having delivered a pleavnthin those two 
days, the plaintiff, on the 17th, signed judgment as for want 
of a plea. Execution was issued against the defendant's 
goods on the 21st ; and on the 23rd, the present nile was 
obtained ; against which, 

Byks^ Serjt., shewed cause. There has been no irregu- 
larity ; but, even if there has, the defendant has waived it by 
asking for and obtaining time to plead, and by the lapse of 
time in making this application. In Davis v. Edmeades (a), 
the entry of the rule to plead was entitled *' Same v. 
Edmeades," there being a rule to plead in another action 
of Davis V. Tidmarsh^ entered at the same time, and it was 
contended that the entry was a nullity ; but the Court held 
that it was sufficient, there being no affidavit that the 
defendant was misled. In Christie v. Walker {b\ the 
plaintiff treated a rule to plead several matters, which was 
erroneously entitled Christie v. Walker^ instead of Christie 
V. Walker and Another, as a nullity, and signed judgment; 
and the Court set the judgment aside without costs, the 
defendant swearing that the pleas were true, and that he 

(a) 1 Dowl. 423, N. S. 

(6) 1 Bing. 187 ; S. C. 7 Moore, 599* 
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had a good defence to the action. But, conceding that the 
rule was irregular, the defendant ought to have sooner 
taken the objection. The irregularity being patent on the 
iace of the proceedings, he was bound to complain of it, as 
soon as he was aware of the proceeding having been taken. 
In Esdaik and Others v. Dtnns (a), the defect complained 
of was the want of an indorsement of the defendant's 
residence on a writ of ca. sa. ; and it was held, that the 
defendant must be taken to be aware of the defect as soon 
as he was aware of the proceeding in which the defect 
arose. Tarber v. French (J) is an authority to the same 
eflPect The onus is upon the defendant to shew that he 
was not aware of the irregularity; Anderdan v. Alexander (c). 
Besides, here the defendant has waived an irregularity by 
asking for and obtaining time to plead. Taking out a 
summoiis for time to plead has been held to be a waiver of 
the want of a rule to plead; Nagee v. M^DoneU (d); Bolton 
V. Mamdng {e)\ and obtaining time to plead from the 
plaintiff without taking out a summons, must have the same 
effect. l^CreMSweUf J., referred to Ntas v. SpraUey (/*)•] 



1849. 



Carpsntee 
And Another 

9. 

Hall. 



Parry y in support of the rule. The defect complained of 
is, that there was no rule to plead given in this cause. 
The case of fVame v. Beresfard {g\ is an authority, that 
a rule to plead given in a wrong name, is a nullity. 
Such an omission, it is submitted, cannot be waived ; or, if 
it can, the fiK;ts of this case do not shew that it has been. 
Taking out a summons for time to plead may possibly be a 
waiver of the omission of a rule to plead, but here no 
summons was taken out [Mauk^ J. — The defendant asked 
for time to plead, and so obtained the same advantage 
he would have done under a Judge's order.] The plaintiff, 
however, was not bound to grant the application. 



(a) 6 Dowl. 465. 
(6) 5 N. & M. 658. 
Cc) 2 Dowl. 267. 
{d) 3 Dowl. 579. 



(tf) 5 Dowl. 769. 
(/) 4 B. & C. 386 ; S. C. 6 D. 
& K. 390. 

{g) 4 Dowl. 361. 
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1849. Wilde, C. J. — It seems to me that the present case falls 

c][^OTE^ within the ordinary rule. The defendant asks us to set 
and Another aside the judgment, which has been signed, because no rule 

Hall. to plead was given. The plaintiff says, ^^ I did not think it 
necessary to take steps to force the defendant to plead, 
because he agreed to plead." The defendant asked the 
plaintiff for two days further time to plead. He obtained 
all the benefit that was contemplated ; and I think by so acting 
waived any previous irregularity in the rule to plead. It is 
quite clear that irregularities in process may be waived by 
the agreement of the parties. I therefore think that the 
judgment signed is perfectly regular, and the rule for setting 
it aside must be dischai^d. 

Maulb, J., and Cresswell, J., concurred. 

Rule accordingly (a). 

{a) The Court subsequently claimed into Court, and pro- 
tet aside the judgment, on the ducing an affidavit of merits and 
defendant bringing the amount upon payment of costs. 



Dakin, Administratrix, &c., v. Brown and Another. 
To an action DECLARATION in case. That William Dakin, in his 

on tne case ' 

for negligence lifetime, to wit, on, &c., employed the defendants to make 
apparatus for for him the said W. D. a certain coffee roasting apparatus, 
so^S^tl^ ' *^^ ^^ ^®^ ^^ ^™^ ^^^ ^™ ^^ ^^^ "P^° certain premises 

Tod* "the ^^ ^^™ ^^ ^'^ ^' ^'' '^ ^^^ situate, &c, for the purpose 
defendants of roasting coffee therewith, for a certain pecuniary reward 

the explosion to be paid to the defendants by the said W. D. ; that the 

took place in 

consequence 

of the apparatus being used whilst the hrick-work was in a damp state, and that they had given 

notice and warning to the plaintiff not to use the same until a sufficient time had elapsed for 

the drying thereof and that by reason of the premises the apparatus upon and in the using of 

the same as aforesaid, exploded. Verification. Held bad on special demurrer, as being an 

informal traverse of a part of the cause of action. 
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defendants then, to wit, on, &&, accepted the said employ- 
ment, and then agreed with the said W, D. to make and 
afliz the said apparatus for the purpose, upon the terms, ** 

and in the manner aforesaid; that afterwards, to wit, on wid AnoUier. 
the day and year aforesaid, the defendants did, in pretended 
pursuance of their said employment, and in pretended per- 
formance of their said agreement, make a certain coffee 
roasting apparatus, for the purpose of roasting coffee there- 
with, and did then affix the same in and upon the said 
premises of the said W. D. for the said purpose ; neverthe- 
less, that the defendants, disregarding, &c., behaved them- 
selves so negligently in and about the making and affixing 
of the said apparatus, and made the same of such bad, 
insufficient, and improper materials, and in so bad and 
unskilful a manner, and affixed the same so badly and 
unskilfully, and conducted themselves with such gross ne- 
gligence and want of skill, that by and through the defend- 
ants* wrongful acts, neglect, and default in and about the 
premises, and not otherwise, the said apparatus so made 
and affixed by the defendants was not reasonably fit for the 
purpose of roasting coffee therewith ; but that, on the con-*> 
trary thereof the same was then, by and through the 
defendants' said wrongful acts, neglect, and default, and 
not otherwise, wholly unfit and improper for the purpose ; 
and that, by reason thereof, and of the defendants' said 
wrongful acts, neglect, and default, and of the said bad and 
improper making and affixing of the said apparatus, and 
not otherwise, the said apparatus afterwards, and in the 
lifetime of the said W. D., and whilst he was using the 
same for the purpose of roasting coffee therewith, and not 
otherwise, in a lawful, proper, and reasonable manner in 
that behalf, to wit, on the day and year aforesaid, without 
any neglect or default of the said W. D., exploded and was 
shattered and blown to pieces ; and that thereby, and by 
means thereof, and not otherwise, the said W. D., in his 
lifetime, was then and there, and within twelve calendar 
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1849. months before the commencement of this suit, by reason 

Dakin ^c'^^fj *"d ^^^ otherwise, killed : to the damage, &c. ; and 

9' thereupon the plaintiff, as such administratrix as aforesaid, 

and Another. &c., according to the form of the statute in such case made 

and provided, brought her suit, &c Profert of letters of 

administration. 

Fourth plea. That at the time of the using by W. D. of 
the coffee roasting apparatus, and of the same exploding 
and being shattered and blown to pieces as in the declara- 
tion mentioned, the apparatus was in a state unfit, and 
improper, and unsafe, and dangerous to be used for the 
roasting of coffee, by reason of certain brickwork, which 
had just before then been necessarily erected for and in and 
about the fixing of the said apparatus, being then in a wet 
and damp state and condition, from the same having been 
then so recently erected as aforesaid, and from a suflScient 
time for the necessary drying thereof not haying then 
elapsed, to wit, since the said erecting thereof, — of all 
which premises in that plea mentioned, the defendants, 
before and at the time of the said using by W. D. of the 
said apparatus, to wit, on, &c., gave notice to the said 
W. D., and just before the said time of his said using of the 
said apparatus, to wit, on the day and year in the declara- 
tion in that behalf mentioned, informed the said W.D. that, 
for the cause aforesaid, the said apparatus then was not, 
and would not be, fit to be used on that day for the roasting 
of coffee, and requested, and warned, and cautioned the 
said W. D. not so to use the same ; and that, by reason of 
the same premises, the said apparatus, upon and in the said 
using thereof by the said W. D. as aforesaid, exploded and 
was shattered and blown to pieces, as in the declaration 
mentioned. Verification. 
Special demurrer and joinder. 

Needhawy in support of the demurrer. Whether the plea 
sets up as a defence that the defendant, by his voluntary 
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act or by his negligence, contributed to the injury for which l^^9. 
the action is brought, it is equally bad. In Bridge v. The Dakin 
Grand Junction Railway Company (a), in an action on the beown 
case for negligently managing a train of railway carriages, •»<* Another. 
whereby it ran against another train, in one of which the 
plaintiff was riding, and injured him ; a plea that the injury 
was caused partly through the negligence of the parties 
having the management of the train in which the plaintiff 
was riding, and partly through the negligence of the de- 
fendant, was held bad both in form and substance. The 
plea here amounts to the general issue. It states a defence 
which would have been available under the general issue. 
In Holden v. The Liverpitol New Gcu Company ib\ which 
was an action against a gas company for negligence in not 
taking proper means to prevent the influx of gas into the 
plaintiff's house, whereby it exploded; negligence on the 
part of the plaintiff was held to be an admissible defence 
under the plea of not guilty. The plea professes to be in 
confession and avoidance, and yet does not admit the 
plaintiff's cause of action. 

DowUng^ Seijt, contra. The plea here must be taken to 
set up the want of ordinary care on the part of the plaintifis, 
which if they had exercised, they might have avoided the 
consequences of the defendants' negligence ; and therefore, 
according to the judgment of Parke^ B., in Bridge v. The 
Grand Junction Railway Company^ the plea affords a 
good defence to the action. The plea sufficiently confesses 
and avoids. It admits that the dampness of the brickwork 
rendered the apparatus unsafe. l^Cresswelly J. — Does it 
admit that the intestate's death was caused by the defend- 
ants' act] It does not in precise terms. [CressweU, J. — 
Then it does not confess the cause of action. Maule, 3. — 



(a) 3 M. & W. 244 ; S. C. nom. Railway Company, 6 Dowl. 340. 
ArmUage v. The Grand Junction (6) 3 C. B. 1. 
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1849. If the plea is to be taken as a traverse of part of the cause 
^]^j^ of action, it should have concluded to the country.] 



V. 

Brown 



and Another. CoLTMAN, J. — The plea is, in substancc, a traverse of 
part of the cause of action informally pleaded. 



Per Cubiam (a). 



Judgment for the Plidntiff. 



(a) CoUmaut J., Maule, J., and Cresswell, J. 



The Court 
refused to 
rescind a 
Judge's order 
to strike out 
one of two 
counts for 
apparent 
▼lolation of 
JSLes. Gen.» 
Hit. Term, 4 



Rahsden V. Gray and Others. 

kRIDEAUX moved for a rule to rescind an order of 
Williamsy J., made at Chambers, for striking out one of the 
two following counts, as being in apparent violation of Reg. 
Gen., HiL Term, 4 Wm. 4, IL r. 5. 

First count. That before and at the time of the making 
of the promise by the defendants, &c., the defendants were 
Wm.4,ILr.5, the manufacturers of certain merchandise called sal cnixon, 

the one count 

and it was mutually agreed between the plaintiff and the 
defendants, that they should sell to the plaintiff twenty tons 
of sal enixon of good merchantable quality, at the price of 
\\t 10«. per ton, to be delivered to the plaintiff free on 
shipboard at Newcastle on, &c., to be paid for by the plain- 
tiff in cash ; that although the period for the delivery of the 
whole of the said sal enixon had elapsed long before the 
commencement of thb suit, and the plaintiff from the time 
of the making of the said agreement always has been and is 
ready and willing to receive and pay for the said twenty 
tons of sal enixon, and in all respects to perform the said 



being for not 
delivering a 
certain quan- 
tity of sal 
enixon, pur- 
suant to con- 
tract; and the 
other for ** a 
further breach 
of the said 
agreement of 
the defendants 
as aforesaid,** 
that although 
defendants in 
part perform- 
ance of the 
contract, do- 
livered a part 
of the whole 



quantity, jet they deceived the plaintiff in this, that the part so delivered 
but another article of inferior quality ; alleging, as special damage, that a t 
the plaintiff sold it, returned it baclu 



was not sal enixon, 
third party to whom 
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agreement on his part, yet the defendants, with intent to 
deceive and defraud the plaintiff, neglected their said pro- 
mise, and did not, although often requested so to do, deliver 
to the plaintiff the said sal enixon, or any part thereof or 
any sal enixon whatever, but have hitherto wholly made 
de&ult therein and neglected so to do, to the plaintiff's 
damage, &c. 

Second count And for a further breach of the said 
agreement and promise of the defendants as aforesaid, the 
plaintiff further saith, that he was always from the time of 
making the said agreement hitherto ready to receive and 
pay for the said sal enixon according to the said agree- 
ment, and in all respects to perform the said agreement on 
his part, of all which the defendants had notice: yet the 
defendants further disr^arded their said promise; and 
although they did after the making of the said agreement 
deliver to the plaintiff, in alleged and pretended part per- 
fiumance of their said promise, a certain quantity, to wit, 
ten tons of certain merchandise exactly resembling in 
i^pearance the said article called sal enixon, as and for 
part of the said twenty tons of sal enixon so agreed to be 
delivered by the defendants under their said agreement, 
and the plaintiff then relying on their said promise received 
the same as and for sal enixon, and did also pay for the 
same in cash, yet the defendants knowingly deceived the 
plaintiff in this, to wit, that the said merchandise so de- 
livered by the defendants to the plaintiff as last aforesaid 
was not, nor was any part thereof, sal enixon, but on the 
contrary thereof was a certain other article, to wit, nitrate 
of soda cake, exactly resembliug in appearance the said 
article called sal enixon, but of greatly inferior value, to 
wit, to the amoimt of lOL per ton, and of different pro- 
perties, qualities, and uses, as the defendants before and at 
the time of the said delivery thereof well knew. The 
declaration then alleged, by way of special damage, that 
the plaintiff, confiding in the promise of the defendants, 
sold to F. and Co. as sal enixon the article delivered to 
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him by the defendants, to be used in F. and Ca's manu- 
factory of prussiate of potash. That the article not being sal 
enixon was useless to F. and Co., who thereupon returned 
the same to the plaintiff, to the plaintiff's damage, &c 



Prideanx. It is submitted that these counts are not in 
apparent violation of Reg. Gen., HiLTerm, 4 Wm.4, IL,r. 5. 
The first count is for not delivering a quantity of sal enixon 
according to contract; the second is for delivering as sal 
enixon a substance that was not that article, whereby the 
plaintiff, who had sold it to other persons, was obliged to 
take it back. In Vaufftian v. Glenn (a), a count for not 
carrying and delivering goods according to the terms of a 
charter party, and a count that in consideration the plaintiff 
had caused the goods to be taken on board the defendant's 
vessel to be conveyed to England, the defendant promised 
the plaintiff to take care of the goods until they were 
loaded, assigning for breach that he did not take care of 
them, and that the goods became lost, were held not to be 
in violation of the rule. In James v. Bourne (b), where 
the point was much discussed, it was held, that a count on 
a promise to carry goods from Dublin to London, and a 
count on a promise to carry the same goods from the wharf 
where they should be landed at London to the plaintifTs 
place of business, might properly be joined. In Bleaden v. 
jRapallo (c), a count for employing a vessel lent to hire in 
such a manner as to render her liable to forfeiture, was 
allowed with a count charging a breach of an express con- 
tract in keeping the vessel more than the stipulated time. 
In Cahaan v. Burford {d)y a count for damages for breach 
of warranty of a horse, and a count for money had and 
received (which the particulars stated to be the price of the 
horse), were allowed. [fVUde, C. J. — Would not the same 



(a; 5 M. & W. 577. 

(b) 4 Ring. N. C. 420 ; S. C. 6 
Scott, 231 ; 6 Dowl. 603. 

(c) 3 M. & G. 116; S. C. 3 



Scott, N. R. 564 ; 9 Dowl. 857. 

(d) Ante, vol. 2, p. 234 ; S. C. 
13 M. & W. 136. 
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evidence support both the counts in the case before us?] 
Even if it would, that is not conchisive against allowing 
these counts. [He referred also to Deere v. Ivey {a\ and 
Hartley v. Harmon (i>] [WUde, C. J., referred to Bridge 
V. Warn (c).] 

WiLDBy C. J. — It seems to me that these two counts are 
founded on the same principal matter of complaint, and are 
in apparent violation of the Reg. Gen., HiL Term, 4 Wm. 4, 
IL, r. 5. They refer evidently to the same contract, and are 
but different modes of setting out the same contract and 
the same breach, namely, the non-delivery of the article 
sold. The second count, it is true, contains an allegation 
of special damage not to be found in the first ; but it might 
have been included in the first There is nothing to repel 
the presumption, that both counts are in reality upon the 
same contract for the same subject-matter of complaint. 
If the fact were otherwise, the plaintiff might have shewn it 
by aflSdavit. 

CoLTMAN, J. — This is a case in which the two counts 
might have been allowed, if the plaintiff could have satisfied 
the Judge that there was a distinct subject-matter of com- 
plaint bona fide intended to be set up in respect of each. 
This, however, he has fiuled to do. 

Maule, J. — I also am of opinion that the order made by 
my Brother WiDiams must stand. The words in the 6th 
rule, ** apparent violation," are equivocal. They may mean 
that the two counts shall be, and clearly appear to be, the 
same; in which sense we use the expression '^heir appa- 
rent;" or, as more popularly used, that they appear to be 
the same, whether they are so or not In the latter sense 
they are evidently used in the new rules, and mean that if 
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(a) 4 a B. 379. 

(6) 3P. &D. 567; S. C. 11 A. 



& E. 798. 
(c) 1 Stark. 604. 
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any person conversant with pleading, looking at the counts, 
should say they were founded on the same subject-matter of 
complaint, the 5th rule is violated ; and this view is sup- 
ported by the language of the 6th rule. I think it is quite 
clear that these two counts are sought to be inserted to 
obviate the difficulty of an amendment The statute 
3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 42, s. 23, in authorizing amendments to 
be made, does not obviate in practice, as it was intended 
and recited in the new rules to do, the place of several 
counts upon the same subject-matter. 



Crbsswell, J., concurred. 



Rule refused. 



Dunn v. Loftus. 

1 HIS was a rule calling upon the plaintiff to shew cause 
why the defendant should not be at liberty to plead his 
dischai^ge under the Insolvent Debtors' Acts (5 & 6 Vict 
c. 116, and 7 & 8 Vict c. 96), puis darrein continuance^ 
without an affidavit that the matter of the plea arose within 
eight days next before the pleading thereof. 

The following facts appeared upon the affidavits. Issue 
had been joined, and notice of trial was given for the 
sittings afler Trinity Term, 1848. In December of that 
year, the defendant filed his petition to the Insolvent Court 
for relief, and entered the above claim as disputed in die 
list of his debts. Upon his examination, the plaintiff's 
claim was investigated before the commissioner, v^o 
tiffaftorwwis ^^^i^^^^^ ^^ it was unfounded; and the insolvent was^ 
SuhSft^on. ^^ ^^^ ®^^ ®^ March, 1849, adjudged entitled to hia di»- 
the Court charge. 

allowed the 

defendant to plead such a plea without an affidavit that the matter thereof arose within eight 
dajrs, pursuant to Reg. Gen., Hil. Term, 4 Wm. 4, IL r. 2, as it did not appear that the 
plaintiff would be prejudiced thereby. 

Such an application, howerer, can only be granted on payment of costs ; MomU, J., dis- 
sentiente. 



Where a de- 
fendant had 
omitted to 
plead, puis 
darrein con- 
tinuance, his 
discharge 
under the 
Insolvent Acts 
f 6 & 6 Vict, 
c 116, and 
7 & 8 Vict 
c. 96), which 
would have 
been a valid 
defence to the 
action, rea- 
sonably sup- 
posinff that 
the plaintiff 
would not go 
on with it ; 
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The defendant omitted to plead his discharge puis 1849. 
darrein continuance, reasonably supposing that as the Donn 
discharge gave a complete defence, the plaintiff would v- 

not persist in the action (a). On the 10th of May, how- 
ever, the plaintiff having given a fresh notice of trial, the 
defendant, on the 18th, applied to a Judge at Chambers 
for an order to the same effect as the present rule. The 
learned Judge, however, before whom the application was 
made, having declined to make any such order, the defendant 
made the cause a special jury cause, and obtained the above 
rule on the second day of the present Term. 

Peacock shewed cause. The Court will not assist a 
defendant to dispense with the observance of Reg. Gen., 
Hil. Term, 4 Wm. 4, IL r. 2 (A), who, with a knowledge of 
the existence of a fact which is a bar to the further main- 
tenance of the action, wilfully abstains from pleading it, 
within eight days from its occurrence. In Sharp v. 
UAlmaine (c) it was held, that if a bankrupt defendant is 
guilty of unreasonable delay in availing himself of the 
defence of his certificate, in an action for a debt barred by 
the certificate, the Court will not relieve him by staying 
proceedings. There the defendant's certificate had been 
allowed in December 1839, and he made a similar appli- 
cation to the present in January 1840, which was refused 
by Mr. Justice PcUtesan at Chambers, and afterwards by 
Tmdaly C. J., also at Chambers. The only means which 
the plaintiff has of reviewing the decision of the insolvent 

(a) This was the construction pleading, or the issuing of the 

which the Court put upon the jury process, as the case may be : 

affidavits, which were contradic- provided also, that no such plea 

tory in some respects. shall be allowed, unless accom- 

(6) Which provides, " that in panied by an affidavit that the 

all cases in which a plea puis matter thereof arose within eight 

darrein continuance is now by days next before the pleading of 

law pleadable in banc, or at nisi such pleas, or unless the Court 

prius, the same defence may be or Judge shall otherwise order." 
pleaded, with an allegation that (c) 8 Dowl. 664. 
the matter arose after the last 
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1849. commissioners will be taken away if this plea be allowed, 
Dunn ^ ^^ must be conceded it is a bar to the action. 
^' At any rate, if the Court should make the rule absolute, 

it would only be upon payment of costs. 

G. S. EvanSf in support of the rule, referred to Kibblt' 
white Y. Reynolds (a), as being expressly in point. There 
the Court permitted one of two defendants to plead his 
bankruptcy and certificate without the affidavit required 
by the rule of (yourt ; it appearing that the defendants 
had reason to believe that the action would not be pro- 
ceeded with. 

If the Court make the rule absolute, the defendant 
ought not to pay the costs which the plaintiff^ has rendered 
necessary by proceeding in an action which he cannot 
sustain. 

Wilde, C. J. — The ground of this application is, that 
it was thought unnecessary that the defendant should plead 
the plea he now seeks to put upon the record within the 
time required by the rule of Court, because it was supposed 
that the plaintiflp would not proceed with the action, seeing 
that the discharge of the defendant under the Insolvent 
Acts was a complete bar to it, if pleaded. It is not now 
suggested that this view of its operation is incorrect. The 
case of Sharp v. UAlmaine {b\ was cited for the pliuntifi; 
but I do not think that it is at all in point If the defendant 
comes to the Court and shews that the delay in pleading 
the plea has not arisen firom any culpable conduct on his 
part, and that the plaintiflp has not sustained any damage 
from it, I think he ought to be let in to plead it. It seems 
to me that the defendant had reasonable ground for not 
pleading the plea within the time required by the rule of 
Court; and, therefore, that no sufficient cause has been 
shewn against the rule, which must be made absolute. 

(a) 7 Scott, 232. {h) 8 Dowl. 664 



tAlNItY TEtLM^ 12 VICt. 16 1 

As respects the costs, I think the rule should only be 1849. 
absolute upon payment of costs. The defendant had a ""ddnm 
right to plead the plea if he did so within the time required ; »• 

but it is discretionary with the Court whether they will allow 
him to do so, after that time has expired ; and the plaintiff, 
I think, has a right to come to the Court to contest the de- 
fendant's reasons for departing from the course and practice 
of the Court, and to take the opinion of the Court thereon. 

CoLTMAN, J.-^I also think the rule must be made abso- 
lute, but only upon payment of costs. The defendant must 
pay the penalty of his neglect to avail himself of his defence 
within the proper time, which has rendered this application 
necessary. 

Mauls, J. — tt seems to me that this rule ought to be 
made absolute, but I think that the costs should be costs 
in the cause. I agree that the party who has caused these 
costs to be incurred, ought to pay them, but I do not think 
that the defendant stands in that situation. The plaintiff's 
claim has already been investigated before a competent 
tribunal, which has decided against it The defendant, 
therefore, had a right to anticipate that he would not pro- 
ceed with the action. He was, therefore, justified, as it 
seems to me, in not incurring the expense of pleading this 
plea, until he found that the plaintiff was about to proceed 
with it The decision to which the Court is now about to 
come will render it incumbent on a prudent defendant to 
plead such a plea within the eight days, although he may 
have good reason to suppose that the plaintiff is not going 
on with the action. In a case like the present the defend- 
ant, I think, does not come to ask anything in the nature 
of a &vour ; he only seeks to avail himself of a perfectly 
legal defence, to which he is driven by the conduct of the 
plaintiff. I therefore think that the costs of such a rule 
should, like the costs of an order for time to plead, &c., be 
costs in the cause. 

VOL. VII. M D. & L, 
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(]!rb88WELl, J. — I agree that the rale must be made 
absolute; but as it is in effect an application to the in- 
dulgence of the Court, only upon payment of costs. 

Rule absolute accordingly (a). 

(a) The Master having sobseqoently taxed the costa, and allowed 
only the coata of opposing the rule. 

Peacock moved to review the taxation, on the groond that briefs 
having been delivered by the plaintiff before the defendant applied 
for leave to plead the above plea, parts of which were rendered useless 
by the new plea, the Master ought to have allowed the costs of such 
parts as had been rendered useless. 



Per Curiam. 



Rule refused. 



Hudson v. Haiilam« 
The declara. A SSUMPSIT. The declaration in substance stated, that 

tion stated •../«. 1 - • 1 1 

that one E. J. plaintiff, bemg an attorney, was retained as attorney by one 
to'fh "pWntiff, ^' ^'' ^^ effect an arrangement with her creditors ; that he 
'i^^^'-ffhiS performed work and labour, as such attorney, in and about 
brought an effecting the arrangement, and paid divers monies to her 
her,^ui?giTen "se ; that in respect of the premises he reasonably deserved 

it^Uwn^itated* ^^ ^^® ^^^^ ^' ^' * c^^^ain sum of money, to wit, &c. 
that the de- That E. J. not paying him, he commenced an action against 
the attorney of her in this Court (the declaration then stated the pro- 
iug recSved'a' ceedings in the action down to notice of trial being given). 

Eicture from 
er to sell, 
and to pay out of the proceeds 402. to the plaintiff, in latisfaction of his claim against her, — in 
consideration that the plaintiff would countermand the notice of trial, and receive the 401. in 
satis^tion, — promised to use his endeavours to sell the picture, and to ]^y 407. out of the prt^ 
ceeds to the plaintiff. Arerment, that the plaintiff did countermand notice of trial and stay the 
proceedings in the action. Breach, thai the defendant did not use his best endeavours to sell 
the picture, nor did he pay the money. Plea, that after the making the alleged agreement, and 
after the alleged countermand of notice of trial, and whilst the action was still pendiqg, the 
plaintiff further continued the proceedings in the action, and on, &c., gave a furtner notioe of 
trial for the then next assises to be holden at, &c. ; without this, that the plaintiff stayed the 
proceedings in the said action, mode et formi. HeU an issuable plea. 
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That the defendant was an attorney, and acted as such for 1849. 
E. J. in the action. That whilst the action was pending Hddbom 

and about to be tried at the next assizes for the county ^' 

Haslam* 

of Surrey, and the defendant, as attorney of £. J., having 
requested the plaintiff to stay proceedings, E. J. sent to the 
defendant a certain picture accompanied with a letter, 
stadng that she had to request him to use his best endea* 
YOurs to find a purchaser for it at forty guineas, or any sura 
beyond that which the defendant should think she was 
entitled to have for it ; and that if the picture should be 
sold, the defendant should pay AOL out of the purchase- 
money to the plaintiff on her account; and that in the 
meanwhile the defendant should hold the picture, not to be 
parted with to her the said E. J., or to any other person, 
except upon payment to the plaintiff of the said sum of 40/., 
or upon her the said E J* producing to the defendant the 
plaintiff's receipt for that amount That E. J. also re- 
quested that he would send a copy of the letter, and his 
consent to hold the picture on the terms specified, to the 
plaintiff. That accordingly the defendant wrote to the 
plaintiff, enclosing a copy of the letter, and agreeing to hold 
the picture upon the terms mentioned in the letter of E. J., 
until sudi time as a party, to be mutually agreed upon 
between the plaintiff and the defendant, could be met with, 
who would dispose thereof upon the said terms. That in 
consideration of the premises, and that the plaintiff would 
accept the sum of 40£ in fiiU satisfaction and dischaige of 
the action and the costs thereof, and would then forthwith 
countermand the notice of trial ; the defendant then pro- 
mised to perform the terms in his letter, and in the letter of 
the said K J., on his part to be performed. That although 
the plaintiff did countermand the notice of trial in the 
said action, and stayed the proceedings therein; and id- 
thocigh after the making of the defendant's promise, and 
before such time as a party, to be mutually agreed upon 
between the plaintiff and the defendant, could be met with, 
who would dispose of the said picture on the terms of the 

M 2 
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1849. said letter of the said E. J., and before the comniencement 
^^^^^^ of this suit, a reasonable time for the defendant to use^his 
^' best endeavours to find a purchaser for the said picture, at 

the price of forty guineas, had elapsed ; and '^ although the 
plaintiff had always been ready and willing to accept and 
receive the said sum of 40/. out of the purchase-money 
thereof, in full satis&ction and discharge of his said claim 
and demand upon and against the said E. J., and of the 
costs of the said action ;** whereof the defendant had notice. 
Breach : that the defendant did not use his best endeavours 
to dispose of the picture at the price of forty guineas, or at 
any other price whatever ; and that although plaintiff was 
willing to agree with the defendant upon a party to dispose 
of the picture upon the terms aforesaid, and although 
he appointed Messrs. C. & R., auctioneers, of, &c., to 
dispose of the said picture, being fit and proper persons in 
that behalf, and ready and willing to dispose of the same ; 
of all which the defendant had notice, and was then 
requested by the plaintiff to agree upon the said persons; 
and although a reasonable time had elapsed, &c. : yet the 
defendant would not agree upon the said persons, nor 
nominate any others, and the picture had in consequence 
remained in the hands of the defendant undisposed of: 
whereby the plaintiff had not only lost the said sum of 40iL, 
but had also, by reason of the premises, and his relying 
upon the defendant s promise, been delayed in his action 
against the said E. J., and put to unnecessary costs in 
countermanding the notice of trial, and had also been put to 
great costs in performing his, the plaintiff's, part of the said 
agreement, and in endeavouring to compel the defendant to 
perform his part ; and also in and about the premises, &c. 

Plea. That after the making of the alleged agreement 
between the plaintiff and the defendant, and after the 
alleged countermand of notice of trial in the said action 
against the said E. J. in the declaration mentioned, and 
whilst the said action was still pending and undetermined, 
the plaintiff further continued the proceedings in the said 



\ 
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action against the said £. J., and then, to wit, on, &c., gave 1849. 
a further notice of trial to the said E. J. of the said issue so Hudson 
joined in the said action, for the next assizes to be faolden 
at Kingston, in and for the county of Surrey ; without this, 
that the plaintiff stayed the proceedings in the said action 
oiodo et forma. Conclusion to the country. 

The defendant, who was under terms to plead issuably, 
having pleaded, amongst others, the above plea, the plaintiff 
signed judgment as for want of a plea. 

A rule nisi having been obtained to set aside the judgmeut 
for irregularity, 

Bmritt shewed cause. The plea is non-issuable. There 
was no stipulation that the plaintiff should stay proceedings 
in the action against E. J., but only that he should counter- 
mand the notice of trial Even if that amounted to an 
agreement to stay proceedings, it was not in the nature of a 
condition precedent, and, therefore, could only apply to a 
part of the consideration, and if the plaintiff failed to 
perform it, would only subject him to a cross action. The 
liability of the defendant arose upon the countermand of the 
notice of trial being given by the plaintiff. [He referred 
to Siavers v. CurKng (a), and Ritchie v. Atkinson (b).] 

H. Hillf in support of the rule. The declaration states 
that the plaintiff countermanded his notice of trial in 
the action, and stayed the proceedings therein. That must 
mean an absolute stay of proceedings ; for a mere counter- 
mand of the notice of trial, or a stay of proceedings for an 
uncertain time, would form no sufficient consideration for 
the defendants promise. The case of Zulueta and Another 
V. Miller and Another (c), shews that a plea of the non- 
performance of a condition, for the bon4 fide purpose of 
raising the question of whether it is a condition precedent 
(nr not, is an issuable plea. 

(«) 3 Bing. N. C. 355 ; S. C. (c) Ante, vol. 4, p. 186 ; S. C. 

3 Scoll» 740. 2 C. B. 895. 

(6) 10 East, 295. 
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WiLDB, C. J. — I am of o|Mnion that the question is one 
which it was competent to the defendant to raise upon this 
record, and that the plea is not such an one as to endde 
the plaintiff to treat it as non-issuable, and to sign judgment 
as for want of plea. I, however, give no opinion upon the 
validity of the plea. The rule to set the judgment aside 
must be made absolute. 



Crrbswrll, J., and Wn.UAMH^ J., concurred. 



Rule absolute. 



A plea to the 
same deela- 
ratkm, that 
the plaintiff 
waf not read J 
and willing 
to accept and 
receiretbe 
said sum of 
40iL out of the 
porchase- 
money for the 
said pictnre, 
modoet form^ 
was held bad 
onq>ecial 
demurrer, as 
trafersuiig an 
immaterial 
allegatioD. 



The defendant afterwards withdrew the above plea, and 
pleaded the following : — 

*^ As to the breach of promise first above assigned,** 
** that the plaintiff was not ready and willing to accept and 
receive the smd sum of 40£ out of the purchase-money for 
the said pictures," modo et forma. Conclusion to the 
country. 

Special demurrer, and joinder. 

Needham. The plea is bad, as traversing an immaterial 
all^ation. There was no duty imposed upon the plaintiff 
to receive the 40/., before a purchsser for the picture was 
found. ** Where there are mutual agreements, and the 
thing on the one part is in consideration of a thing on the 
other part, but to be performed at a day before the thing on 
the other part, there such consideration need not be averred 
to be performed f Com. Dig., tit " Pleader,'' (C. 55). In 
WUks V. Smith {a\ a declaration stating an agreement by 
the plaintiff to sell, and by the defendant to buy, certain 
land for a sum of 1 20J1, to be paid within four years, with 
interest at 5L per cent half-yearly, and averring that the 
four years had not expired, that the sum of 1201. was not 
paid, and that a certain sum, to wit, 12/., was due for 



(fl) 10 M. & W. 355; S. C. 2 Dowl. 215, N. S. 
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interest, was held good withoat any dilation that the l^^^* 

plaintiff had deliveied the possession of the bind, or that he Hudson 

had title to the hmd, or was ready and willing to convey it. 

In Lduy V. Lacy (a), the defendant promised, in considera* 

tion of lOJL in hand, and 10£ to be paid upon his procuring 

a new lease, to procnre a new lease ; and the declaration 

was held good, although it did not aver that the plaintiff 

was ready and willing to pay the lOL The question of 

what are precedent, and what concurrent, conditions was 

much considered by the Court of Queen's Bench in the 

late case of GUen v. GUts (6). Where the act to be done 

by the plaintiff is neither precedent nor concurrent, the 

plaintiff is not bound to aver readiness and willingness to 

perform it. 

Farrar^ contriL The readiness and willingness of the 
pluntiff to receive die 401 is a continuously concurrent 
condition, ff the plaintiff were at any time unwilling to 
receive the money, and did any act to give the defendant 
notice thereof, that would dischaige the defendant from the 
fulfilment of his promise. For instance, if the plaintiff had 
given notice to the defendant that he would continue the 
proceedings against E. J., that would have released the 
defendant from his promise. If there were any state of 
circumstances in which the readiness to receive the 40iL 
would become material, the defendant ought to be allowed 
to traverse it 

Needham was not called upon to reply. 

Maule, J. — The plea b decidedly a bad plea. The 
declaration states that the defendant undertook to use his 
best endeavours to find a purchaser for a picture which had 
been deposited with him, and to pay the plaintiff 40/. out 
of the purchase-money, which the plaintiff was to accept in 

(a) Cro. Eliz. 249. (&) a B. 164. 
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1849. respect of bis claim against E. J. It then avers that the 
Hudson plaintiiF performed the agreement in all things on his part 
'• to be performed, and was always ready and wiUing to 

receive the 40L ; but that the defendant did not use his 
best endeavours to sell the picture, nor did he pay the 40JL 
The plea traverses the all^ation of the plaintiff's readiness 
and willingness to receive the money ; and the question is, 
whether that is a traverse of a material all^ation. It 
appears to be clear that the defendant, by the terms of the 
agreement, was to do two acts, — to get the picture sold, 
and to pay over 402. of the proceeds to the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff, on his part, was to receive the money when 
offered to him. He, however, unnecessarily adds that he 
was willing to receive it Whatever might be the state of 
his mind on the subject, it was not material until the 
money was offered to him. He might have accepted it 
when offered, however unwilling to do so before. I there- 
fore think that the traverse taken was idle, and that there 
must be judgment for the plaintiff. 

ClUBSSWELL, J., and Williams, J., concurred. 

Judgment for the Plaintiff. 
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1849. 

KiNNiNG v. Buchanan. 

A RULE had been obtained calling on the defendant to TrMpasfl for 
shew cause why judgment should not be given for the ment'^^McaT 
plaintifil notwithstanding the verdict found for the defend- {?*■? ^- '^' . 

*^ ' ^ bad recovered 

ant on the second issue^ or why a new trial should not be jud^ent 

■ffiinst the 

had in the above cause. plaintiff in an 

The declaration was in trespass for assault and false ^^^|^f"^ 
imprisonment **"** ■?^- 

*^ .... auently the 

Plea, first, not guilty, on which issue was joined. Jud^ after 

Secondly, a plea stating that judgment had been recovered partie^m^e 
against the plaintiff by one William Townley in an inferior JheT^Tg'vk^ 
Court of record, that is, the Sheriff's Court of the city of c 127, for the 

'' . payment of the 

London, for a debt under 20L, and that a subsequent appli- debt ; that the 
cation had been made, under the statute 8 & 9 Vict c 127, in Seftlult in^ ° 
that Court for a summons against the now plaintiff touching JS^!^ ?** 
the not having paid the sum and costs recovered by the said wai prored 
judgment It then alleged that before the granting of the Court that the 
summons requiring the appearance of the now plaintiff, a ^^^^ of\^ 

order, and had 
been served with a copy and shewn the original, and that the amount had been demanded of 
hhn : that thereupon the Judge ** duly, and according to the form of the statute'* ordered the 
defendant to be imprisoned for forty days, &c. It then stated that the Judse, at the request of 
the defendant, then beinf the attorney of and for the said W. T., and as sudi attorney duly and 
according to the form of the statute, &c, made a warrant in writing, &c., directed to the ser- 
jeant-at»mace, and to the keeper of Uie Debtors* Prison, &e. The warrant was set out, which, 
titer reciting the judgment, summons, and order to pav by instalments, (but not stating any sum- 
mons previous to the order of commitment), authorised the imprisonment of the plainttnT for forty 
days. The plea then went on to state that the defendant, as such attorney, &c., delivered the 
warrant to the seijeant-at-mace, and that the seneant-at-mace, at the request of the defendant, 
so being such attorney, &e., arrested the plaintiff, and conveyed him to prison, &c., justifyinff 
the trespasses complamed of, Replication, traversing that it was ordered that the plaintiff should 
be committed modo et form& ; on which issue was joined. 

At the trial, the only evidence which the defendant produced in sup]>ort of his plea, was a 
warrant in the terms of the pies, but which was invalia on the face of it, for not stating any 
pnrviotts summons to the plaintiff to shew cause why he should not be committed. The Judge, 
oowever, directed the jury to find for the defendant on the issue as taken. 

Hdi, on motion for judgment non obstante veredicto, or for a new trial, that the plea must 
be taken after verdict to ^lege a valid order of commitment, notwithstanding it did not state 
any previous summons to the plaintiff to shew cause why he should not be committed ; and as 
no valid order of commitment was proved, that there was a misdirection on the part of the Judge, 
and that there must, consequently, be a new trial. 

Hdd also, that although an attorney who does no more than set a Court of competent juris- 
diction in motion on behalf of his client is no trespasser, notwithstanding that the Court on his 
motion does an act of trespass by its officer : yet where, by a special plea like the one in ques- 
tion, he attempts to justify his concurrence in the act complained of, he can only make out his, 
justification by shewing a legal authority tuder which he acted. 
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1 849. summons was duly served, and the now plaintiff accordingly 
KiNNiNo appeared before the Judge of the said Court, and that the 
V Judge then made an order that the plaintiff should pay the 

debt and costs by certain specified instalments. The plea 
then averred that the plaintiff made default in the payment 
of the first instalment (2L) which then became due and pay- 
able, although payment of the same was then demanded of 
him, and afterwards, and before the said time when, &c., to 
wit, on the 4th day of January, 1847, the said instalment 
remaining whoUy in arrear and unpaid, it was duly made 
to appear and was proved, and did then and there appear 
to the said Court, &c., that the plaintiff had notice of the 
said order, and that he had been served with a copy there- 
of and the original shewn to him, and that he had not paid 
the said instalment, and that the same had been duly de- 
manded of him, and was in arrear and unpaid; whereupon 
the said Judge, duly and according to the form of the said 
statute, ordered that the plaintiff should be committed for 
forty days, &a ; and thereupon the Judge of the said Court, 
at the request of the defendant, then being the attorney of 
and for the said William Townley, and as such attorney 
acting upon the retainer and at the request of the said 
William Townley, duly, and according to the form of the 
statute in such case, then and there made a warrant in 
writing under his hand and seal directed to Lloyd Simpson, 
one of the serjeants-^it-mace of the said Court, and to Thomas 
Burdon, keeper of the said Debtors' Prison, or his deputy 
there, whereby, after reciting that the plaintiff, therein 
described as Thomas Kinning, &c., on the 7th day of 
December then last, being indebted to the said William 
Townley in a sum not exceeding 20L, and costs of suit, 
that is to say, the sum of 19L 19«., besides the sum of 
3/. 12«. 6^. costs of suit, by force of the judgment therein- 
after mentioned, and then being at Fleet Lane, in the city 
aforesaid, and within the jurisdiction of the said Court, was 
duly summoned to appear on the 12th day of December 
last at the said (?ourt, to answer such questions as might be 
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put Co him toaehing the not having paid to the said William 1849. 
Townley the said smn of money recovered in the said Kinning 
judgment of the said Coart on the same day of December, Buchanan 
I8469 meaning the aforesaid judgment ; and the plaintiff 
having appeared before the said Judge at the time and 
place therein mentioned, and it thereupon then and there 
appearing to the said Judge by the admisrion of the plain- 
tiff that the plaintiff had the means of paying the said debt 
and coats aforesaid in manner thereafter mentioned, the 
said Judge did then and there order that the plaintiff 
should pay die said debt and costs to the said William 
Townley in manner following, &c.; the said Judge, there- 
fore, by the said warrant willed, ^required, and authorized 
the aaid Lloyd Simpson, immediately upon the receipt of 
the sidd warrant, or as soon as might be, to take into 
custody the body of the plaintiff and him safely convey to 
her Mafes^'s Debton^ Prison for London and Middlesex 
in the city of London, being the common gaol, &c., and 
then and there deliver him to the said keeper of the said 
prison, who was tliereby required and'authorised to receive 
the plaintiff into his custody, and him safely keep and 
detain in the said prison for the space of forty days fixMn 
the time of his arrest under the said warrant, or until he 
should be discharged out of custody by leave of the said 
Judge, and for so doing the said warrant should be their 
sufficient warrant, as by the said warrant appears. And 
die defendant, so being and as such attorney, and on the 
retainer and at the request of the said William Townley, 
then delivered the said warrant to the said Lloyd Simpson, 
who was then and from thence until and at and after the 
said time when, &c., one of the seijeants-at-mace of the 
said Court, to be executed in due form of law, and then 
requested him to execute the said warrant in due form of 
law ; by virtue of which said warrant and at the said request 
of the defendant, so being such attorney, and acting on the 
said retainer and at the request of the said William Townley, 
the sdd Lloyd Simpson, so being and as such seijeant-at- 
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1849. mace, at the said time when, &c., at London aforesaid, and 
KiNNiNo within the jurisdiction of the said Court, took and arrested 
^' the plaintiff by his body and forthwith conveyed him to the 

said Debtors' Prison for London and Middlesex, and de- 
livered him to the said keeper of the said prison, and the 
plaintiff was detained in the said prison under and by 
virtue of the said warrant for the said space of thirty-nine 
days in the declaration mentioned, the said sum of 2L 
during all the time still being wholly unpaid and unsatisfied; 
and on the occasion and for the purpose aforesaid the 
plaintiff was necessarily and unavoidably a little seized and 
laid hold of and pulled and dragged about, &c. 

Replication to the second plea, that by the said order it 
was not directed that the plaintiff should be committed 
modo et forma, &c. Conclusion to the country (a). 

At the trial, which took place before CoUmaHy J., at the sit- 
tings for Middlesex after Hilary Term, 1848, it appeared that 
one William Townley had recovered judgment in an action 
in the Sheriff's Court of London against the present plaintiff. 
An onier had been made to pay the amount recovered by 
instalments, and upon default in payment of the first in- 
stalment, an order of commitment had been granted by the 
Judge without previous summons or warning to the defend- 
ant. The defendant having been taken into custody under 
that order, was discharged upon motion to this Court, who 
were of opinion that the order was invalid on the face of it, 
as being made without any previous summons on the de- 
fendant to shew cause why he should not be committed (b). 
The present defendant had acted throughout the pnx;eed- 
ing as attorney for Townley. The warrant was produced 
in support of the second plea, and will be found fully set 
out in the report of Ex parte Kinmng (6). The present 
defendant had obtained it from the officer of the Sheriff's 
Court, and had given it to the bailiff to execute, who had 

(a) The above statement of (6) Ex parte Kinning, 4 C. B. 
the pleadings is taken from the 507. See the warrant there set 
judgment of the Court. out at length. 
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arrested the plaintiff. It was contended by the plaintiff 
that the warrant, being invalid, did not support the issue 
on the second plea ; but the learned Judge was of opinion 
that the warrant, although invalid, supported the second 
plea, upon the issue as taken, and directed the verdict 
accordingly for the defendant on the second issue; the 
verdict upon the first issue being for the plaintiff. The 
present rule having been afterwards obtained, 



1849. 



KlNNlNG 

V. 

Buchanan. 



Byles^ Seijt, and Peacock shewed cause. 
Pashley and Henniher^ in support of the rule. 



The following authorities were referred to: WM V. 
Batchebmr (a) ; Bewe v. Tutte (b) ; SoUers v. Lawrence (c) ; 
IHiley V. FaxaU {d) ; Cropps v. Durden (e) ; Adams v. 
Freenum {/) ; Barker v. Braham (ff) ; Bex v. Cleg (A) ; 
Bex V. Venables (t) ; Bex v. Hawkins (k) ; Everard v. 
Paierson (/) ; Sedley v. Sutherland (m) ; WilKams v. Ger-^ 
nudne (n) ; Sandan v. Proctor (o) ; Dudhw v. Watcham {p) ; 
Luau V. NocheUs {q) ; Bansford v. Copeland (r) ; Clement 
V. Lewis {s) ; Pamier v. 7^ Liverpool Oil Gas Company {t) ; 
Codrington v. Lioyd (ti) ; Newton v. Harland {x) ; Stcntup 



(«} 1 Vent. 273. 

ih) Willet, 14. 

(c) Ibid. 413. 

(il) Ibid. 68S. 

(e) Cowp.640. 

if) 2 Wilt. 6. 

{g) 3 WUi. 396 ; S. C. 2 W. 
Bl. S69. 

(k) 1 Stnu 475. 

(t) Ibid. 630. 

{k) Ca. of Settlement, &c. 96. 

(/) 6 IVunt. 646 ; S. C. 2 
Marsh. 304. 

(m) 3 Bep. 202. 

(«) 7 B. & C. 468 ; S. C. 1 M. 



& H. 394. 

(o) 7 B. & C. SOO. 

{p) 16 East, 39. 

(9) lOBing. 167; S. C. 3 M. 
& Scott, 627. 

(r) 6 A. & £. 482 ; S. C. 1 N. 
&P. 671. 

(f) 3 B. & B. 297 ; S. C. 7 
Moore, 200. 

(O 3 A. &£. 433; S. C. 6 N. 
& M. 736. 

(ti) S A. &£. 449; S. C. 1 P. 
& D. 157. 

(») 1 M. & G. 644 ; S. C. 1 
Scott, N. R. 474 ; 7 Moore, 574. 
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V. Macdanald (a) ; Dempster v. PumeU {b) ; Cfisbome ▼. 
Hart (c) ; Williams v. Jones {d) ; Brown v. Jones {e) ; 
Watson V. BodeU (/) ; Dresser ▼. Stan^field {g) ; iZ^. v. 
jBo^tf (A) ; Prentice ▼. Harrison (i) ; <rre«i v. J^JTiie (A) ; 
Reg. V. Tordoft (/) ; Cooper v. Harding (m) ; (?om€^ ▼• 
Howard (n) ; 1 ^Fm. &zttndl 298» note (4) ; 8 & 9 Vict 
c. 127, 88. 1, 23 ; 7 & 8 Vict a 96, & 62. 



Cur. adv. vulL 



Wilde, C. J., afterwards (o) delivered the judgment of 
the Court (p). (His Lordship, after stating the pleadings 
as above given, proceeded thus): — At the trial, the de- 
fendant, in order to sustain the issue, produced an order of 
commitment, made by the Judge of the SheriflTs Court, 
which corresponded with that described in the special plea, 
but which contained no statement of any previous summons 
to the plaintiff to shew cause why he should not be com- 
mitted The jury, under the direction of the learned Judge, 
founds on this evidence, for the defendant A rule was 
afterwards obtained, on the part of the plaintiff, to shew 
cause why there should not be a new trial for misdirectioa, 
or judgment for him non obstante veredicto, and the ground 
of the rule was, that the order was bad for want of such 
previous summons; and that either the plea, in order to 
make it a good plea, must be understood to allege that the 



(a) 2 M. & G. 395 ; S. C. 2 
Scott, N. R. 485 ; in error, 6 M. 
& G. 593. 

(b) 3 M. & G. 375 ; S. C. 1 
Dowl. 168, N. S. 

(c; 5 M. & W. 60; S. a 7 
Dowl. 408. 

id) 13 M. & W. 628; S. C. 
mUe, vol. 2, p. 680. 

(e) 16 M. & W. 191 ; 8. C. 
ante, yol. 3, p. 678. 

if) 14 M. & W. 57. 



iff) 14 M. & W. 822. 

(A) Ante, vol. 3» p. 359* 

(t) 4 Q. B. 852 ; S. C. I D. 
& M. 50. 

C*) 5 Q. B. 99. 

(/) Ibid, 933. 

(m) 7 a B. 928. 

(ft) 10 Q.B. 411,464. 

(o) Id the Vacation after the 
present Term. 

(p) Wilde, C. J., CoUnum, J., 
Creiswell, J., and WtlHmms, J. 
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Judge made a vidid order, in which case the Judge ought 
to have directed the jury to find for the plaintiff; or that 
the plea was no good bar for want of the allegation of such _ ^' 

Buchanan* 

previous summons^ in which case the plaintiff would have 
been entided to judgment non obstante veredicta 

On shewing cause it was contended, on the part of the 
defendant, that the traverse did not put in issue the validity 
of the order, but only raised the question whether, in fact, 
an order waa made as described in the plea, and, therefore, 
that the verdict was properly found for the defendant ; and, 
farther, thait it was not essential to the defence that the 
(ffder should be vdid, inasmuch as the defendant appeared 
to have merely done his dutjr as attorney of one of the 
litigant parties in the execution of the order of a Judge of 
a Court of competent jurisdiction, and that an attorney so 
acting is protected, whether the order be valid or not It 
waa also contended that, the order waa good on the fiu^e of 
it^ for it was not necessary that the issuing of the summons 
should be stated. But we are of opinion that, these aigo- 
menta are not well founded* It is true that if an attorney 
does no more than set a Court of competent jurisdiction in 
motion on behalf of his client, he is no trespasser, notwith- 
standing that such Court should, on his motion, do an act 
of trespass by its officer; and he would be entitled to a 
verdict under the plea of not guilty, if an action were 
brought against him in respect of such an act of trespass ; 
but where, by a special plea, like the one in question, he 
attempts and undertakes to justify his concurrence in it, we 
are of opinion that he can only make out his justification by 
shevdng a legal authority under which he acted, and, con- 
sequendy, that it is essential to the defence in the present 
case, that the order relied on should be a valid order. 
Accordingly, we think that the plea, when it avers that the 
Judge of the Sheriff's Court, duly and according to the 
form of the statute, ordered the plaintiff to be committed for 
forty days, &c., must be understood to aver that the Judge 
made a valid order to that effect ; and that the replication. 
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1849. by denying that he did order that the plaintiff should be 
^JJJJJJ^ committed in manner and form, &c., raises an issue, which 
V. the defendant cannot support, without proving a valid order ; 

for if this issue were to be found for him, it would be in- 
ferred after verdict that the Judge at the trial had construed 
the plea in the sense requisite for its validity, and that, 
consequently, such an order had been proved, otherwise 
the jury would not have found for the defendant. But, in 
fisict, the order produced at the trial was in the very terms 
of the warrant, which this Court has already decided in the 
case of j&!r parte Kinning (a), — on the occasion of the plaintiff 
applying for his discharge, under a writ of habeas corpus, — 
to be invalid on the fisu:e of it, on the same ground of objec- 
tion as that taken in the present case against the validity 
of the order on which the warrant was founded ; and it 
appears to us, that on the principle of that decision we 
must consider the order to be invalid, and that, therefore, 
the defendant having failed to maintain the issue, the Judge 
ought to have directed the jury to find for the plaintiff; 
and for these reasons we think the rule must be made 
absolute for a new friaL 

Rule absolute for a new trial 

(a) 4 C. B. so;. 
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COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 



;flUr||afImaitf Ctnn. 



IN THE THIRTEENTH YEAR OP THE REIGN OF VICTORIA. 



Williams, qui tam v. Thoma& 

UEBT for penalties to the amount of 3850/., under stat A declmtloA 
6 Geo. 4, c. 60, s. 46. for*peinia« 

The first count stated, that after the 3 ist day of December, ^^^^ 
1825, to wit, on the 1st day of February, a. d. 1847, the c. 60, s. 46. 
defendant then being the acting undersheriff of Sir James proper inaer* 
Cockbum, Bart, then being the high sheriff of Carmarthen, fn^'art^^r 
did wilfully cause to be written, in the special jurors' list for 4®!^"!^ *^* 
the said county, by the statute in such case made and pro- *< the acting 
yided directed to be provided and prepared, the name of The evidence 
John Trevor Alcock, then being a person not qualified to ^"^JJ^'j^ 
serve on special juries in the aforesaid county of Carmarthen, one T. H. had 

been appointed 

contrary to the form of the statute in such case made and imdersherifl^ 
provided ; and thereby and by force of the said statute the defendMt * 

acted in that 
capacKy in the 
co un try to fkr as returning the records, signing the returns to jnry processes, &c. It also 
appeared that he had, at the request of the representative of the former sheriff, signed his name 
with the addition of ** undersheriff** to writs which were delivered to him ; at the same time stating 
that not he, but Bir. T., was the undersheriff. And on another occasion had described himself 
in an affidavit as the ** acting imdorsheriff.** 

Hddf that upon this evidence the defendant could not be considered an ** undersheriff/* so as 
to make him liable for the penalties imposed by the 6 Geo. 4, c. 50, s. 46. 

VOL. VIL N D. & L. 
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1849. defcDdaDt forfeited for his said offence the sum of 501 ; an 

^J^J]^JJJ][^ an action had accrued to the plaintiff who sued as aforesaid 

9. to demand and have of and fix>in the defendant for himsell 

xHOM A 8 

and for our Lady the Queen, the said sum of SOL Ther 
were twenty-eight other counts for the improper insertion 
of the names of other unqualified persons; and there wer 
also forty-eight for the wilful omission of the names o 
qualified persons. 

Plea, not guilty by statute. 

The cause came on for trial before Platif B., at the las 
Summer Assizes for Carmarthenshire, when the foUowinj 
facts were proved. Sir G. Cockbum had been appointee 
sheriff for the county in the month of February, 1847. Oi 
the 27th, the person who had acted as undersheriff duriiif 
the previous year, delivered the jurors' book, as well as tfai 
unexecuted writs to the defendant. The defendant a 
first merely signed his name to the receipt ; but on beinj 
informed that that was insufficient, he add^ *' undersheriff;' 
stating, however, that not he, but Mr. Traill was the under 
sheriff. The defendant had also, during the shrievalty o 
Sir G. Cockbum, returned records, signed the returns t( 
jury processes, presided under writs of trial, and perfomiec 
the other duties incident to the office. He had also, during 
the Spring assizes, made an application to Wightmany J., ai 
the attorney for one of the parties in an action, to have i 
tried by a special jury, and had described himself in hii 
affidavit as the ^* acting undersheriff for the county of Car 
marthen.'^ The Judge's order in the above action, and ii 
which he was stated to be the undersheriff, and upon whici 
ground the venire was directed to the coroner, was given ii 
evidence. The omissions, as well as the insertions in tin 
jurors' lists, were also proved. On the other hand, th< 
defendant proved that Mr. Traill was the person whose 
appointment as undersheriff under the 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 90; 
had been filed with the clerk of th6 peace. 

The learned Judge having expressed an opinion thai 
upon the above evidence the defendant was not liable, the 
plaintiff was nonsuited. 
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H, Jcnes, SerjL, moved to set aside the nonsuit, and for 1849. 
a new trial The action is brought against the defendant y^^^Ji 
ibr misconduct in the preparation of the jury lists. The ,^- 
penalties are claimed under the 6 Geo. 4, a 50, s. 46. By 
that section it is among other things enacted, that ** if any 
sheriff or undersheriff of a county, or any sheriff or secondary 
of London, shall neglect or refuse to provide or prepare a list of 
special jurors, in the manner," &c., ^* hereinbefore prescribed, 
or shall wilfully write or cause to be written therein the 
name of any person not qualified, or shall wilfully omit 
thereout the name of any person duly qualified as a special 
juror, or shall neglect or refuse to write or cause to be 
written the several numbers contained in such list upon dis- 
tinct pieces of parchment," &c. ; '* every such sheri£f or under- 
sheriff," &a, ** offending in any of the said cases, shall for 
every such offence forfeit the sum of SOiL," &a By the 
S3 Hen. 6, c. 9, it is provided, that every sheriff ^ shall make 
yearly a deputy in the King's Courts of his Chancery, King's 
Bench, the Common Pleas, and in the Exchequer of Record, 
before that they shall return any writs, to receive all manner 
of writs and warrants to be delivered to them," &c. Under 
that act it has been the practice to appoint a deputy or under- 
sheriff ; and reference is made to such an oflScer in several 
subsequent enactments. By the 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 42, s. 20, 
the sheriffs of each county in England and Wales is required 
to ** name a sufficient deputy, who shall be resident or have 
an office within one mile from the Inner Temple Hall, for 
the receipt of writs, granting warrants thereon, making 
returns thereto, and accepting of all rules and orders to be 
made on or touching the execution of any process or writ 
to be directed to such sheriff." By the 3 & 4 Wm. 4, c 99, 
8. 5, the sheriff ia directed, within a month after his appoint- 
ment, by writing under his hand, *^ to nominate and appoint 
some fit and proper person to be his undersheriff," and to 
transmit a duplicate thereof to the clerk of the peace for 
the same county, to be by him filed, and which he is 
required to file among the records of his office. Since that 

N 2 
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1849. period, the appointment has been made in writing to the 
^wi^^HHn London undereheriff, but the duties are performed by the 
acting undersheriff in the county. In the present case, the 
undersheriff appointed was Mr. Traill ; but the defendant 
was the person who attended to the performance of the 
duties of the oflSce in the country. He must be, therefore, 
considered liable to the penalties inflicted by the 6 Gea 4 
on the undersheriff. He acted as undersheriff, and cannot 
deny that he filled that oflSce ; Combe v. Pitt (a). 

Cur. adv. vult. 

The judgment of the Court was now delivered by 
Pollock, C. B. — This case was tried before my Brother 
Piatt. It was an action against the defendant for penalties, 
charging him as being the ^acting undersheriff;** not a 
very intelligible expression with reference to the act, which 
imposes the penalty, not upon an ** acting undersheriff,** but 
on persons indicated in the act by the well known names of 
*^ sheriff or undersheriff." Here the defendant was charged as 
being the acting undersheriff. We must understand that as 
meaning something within the act It cannot mean, we 
think, a person who was in point of fact not undersheriff, 
but merely one acting as bailiff, not being the undersheriff. 
The principal evidence that he was acting as undersheriff 
was, that he signed his name at the time that the writs were 
handed over to him by the representative of the preceding 
sheriff. He signed first simply his name ; but the person 
to whom he addressed that signature, and who had acted 
under the late sheriff, and had handed over the writs and 
prisoners to him, said that would not suflSce. He said, 
''You must add undersheriff;** on which the defendant 
said, as the party who was witness against him at the trial 
admitted, ''I am not the undersheriff; Mr. Traill is the 
undersheriff.** ''But,** said the man, "I cannot take that; 

(a) 3 Burr. 1586. 
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I must have appended to the signature the addition of 1849. 
underaheriff." The defendant said, "Very well, if you wiluaiw 
want that to satisfy jou, I will add it" Now it appears to *• 

us, that certainly that was not evidence of his being under- 
sheriff; quite the contrary, though it may be evidence that 
he took upon him to act as such. When a man does a 
particular act, saying at the time, — ^^ although I put the word 
undersheriff, and I append that to my name, I am not the 
undersheriff ; Mr. Traill is the undersheriff, and I am merely 
acting as agent for him," — that is not evidence that he was 
the undersheriff. The other evidence in the cause was, 
that in an affidavit he had called himself acting under- 
sheriff, which in one sense he was ; for he was the agent of 
the undersheriff, and therefore acting for the undersheriff, 
and^might in one sense be called acting undersheriff. There 
were one or two other instances, or one at least, perhaps 
more, in which he had signed as undersheriff, without more. 
That, however, did not prove that he was undersheriff. 
Under these circumstances, we think that my Brother j^att 
was right in directing a nonsuit, and there will be no rule. 

Rule refused. 



Hawkins v. Uakwood. 

A SSUMPSIT. The declaration stated, that in conside- AMumpsit 
ration that the plaintiff had retained the defendant, as his attoniey for 
attorney, to conduct an action at the suit of the plaintiff |SttSS*^u^- 
againstone A. Enderby, the defendant promised to conduct •^^JJ^k*??*? 
the same in a skilful manner. Breach, that he carelessly, the plaintiff 
negligently, &c., neglected to deliver a brief to counsel, and brought by 

him ae ainst 
a third party. 
Plea, that the defendant did not neglect to instruct counsel to appear. 
HM9 that the allegation in Uio declaration meant neglecting to instruct counsel in such a 
waY at to enable him to perform his duty ; and that it was therefore establuhedby evidence, that 
altnoogh a brief had been deliyered to counsel, yet when the cause was called on, neither the 
defenSmt nor the witnesses were present. 
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1849. to instruct any counsel to appear for the plaintiff before the 
'^J^^J^'""^ action was called on for trial, whereby the plaintiff was 
w. forced to withdraw the record, &c. 

Plea, among others, that the defendant did not neglect 
to instruct any counsel to appear for die plaintiff before the 
action was called on for triaL 

The cause was tried before Rolfe, B., at die Middlesex 
sittings for Hilary Term, 1849, when the following foctsj 
appeared. The plaintiff had commenced an action against 
a person of the name of Enderby, in which he had employed 
the defendant to act as his attorney. The cause, which 
been entered for trial at the assizes for Kent, having been 
unexpectedly called on, the plaintiff's counsel called for bis 
attorney and afterwards read out the names of the witnesses 
from his brief, but no one answering, he withdrew die 
record. The attorney did not appear in Court, but one of 
the witnesses having been present when the cause was 
called on, had gone out to let the others know who were in 
waiting in the outer hall. It was that evening arranged 
between the defendant and Enderby*s attorney that the 
cause should be tried at Lewes, and the former paid all the 
costs except the sum of 13L 8«., which the plaintiff had 
paid for the conveyance of his witnesses. 

The learned Judge, considering that the defendant had 
not instructed counsel within the meaning of the issue, 
directed the jury to that effect; a verdict was accordingly 
found for the plaintiff, with 150iL damages. 

Montagu Chambers having obtained a rule for a new 
trial, on the ground of misdirection, or to reduce the 
damages to 13/. 8^ 

WUhinSy Seijt, and E. James shewed cause. The alle- 
gation in the declaration was fully established, and there 
was no misdirection. ^^Instructing" a counsel to appear 
means properly and eflSciently instructing him. That is 
not fulfilled by the simple delivery of a brief, with the 
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names of the witnesses in it The personal presence of the 
attorney is indispensable to the proper management of the 
cause. He should not only be in Court himself, but be *• 

careful that his witnesses are in attendance. [They also 
contended tha^ the damages were too large]. 

ManUtgu^ Chambers, and J. A. Hoggins^ in support of 
the rule. The allegation was not proved. Counsel was 
instructed to appear, and did appear. The defendant 
himself was not in Court, but had the plaintiff intended to 
rely upon that, he should have stated it in the declaration. 
The instruction to counsel is complete as soon as a brief, 
containing the names of the witnesses, and the proofs, has 
been delivered. [They also contended that the verdict 
must be reduced, since it was proved that the damage 
sustained only amounted to the extent of I3iL 8^.] 

Cur. adv. vult 

The judgment was now delivered by their Lordships, 
'seriatim. 

Pollock, C. B. — ^I am of opinion that the r\ile for a new 
trial must be dischaiged, upon the plaintiff's consenting 
that the verdict shall be reduced to 13L 8s. , the costs to b^ 
taxed on the higher spale. The question was, did the 
evidence adduced establish the allegation that the defend- 
ant did not instruct counsel to appear before the action was 
called on for trial ? What is the meaning of the expression 
** instructing counsel ?^ I consider that it is not merely 
putting a piece of paper into his hands, professing to be 
instructions, but the placing him in that situation, both 
with respect to information and the means of acquiring 
knowledge, which will enable him to conduct eflSciently 
the case either for the plaintiff or the defendant. ** Instruct- 
ing** means properly instructing. If a counsel is not properly 
instructed, he cannot be said to be instructed at all. If he 
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1849. is not in a condition to proceed with th^ cause in wUch 
Hawkins ^® ^^ ©i^g^ged, he has not been properly instmcted. Partial 
^' instructions are of no avail where such a portion is wanting 

as would render the party instructed eflScient. The attorney 
himself was not present, and when the names of the wit- 
nesses were called no answer was returned. It was the 
duty of the attorney to be in attendance in Court: had he 
been present, an application might have been made to post- 
pone the cause, which could not be done under the existing 
circumstances. The rule must, therefore, be discharged, 
provided the plaintiff will consent to the verdict being 
reduced to the sum of 13L Ss., which is the amount of the 
damage actually sustained, and the certificate will be 
granted to tax the costs upon the higher scale. 

Parke, B. — I am of the same opinion. The only ques- 
tion is, whether my Brother Rolfe was correct in directing 
the jury that there was evidence to establish the allega- 
tion in the declaration, that the defendant did not instruct 
counsel to appear. I think that he was. The declaration 
contained two breaches ; one for not delivering a brief, the 
other for not instructing counsel to appear. As to the first, 
there was evidence that a brief had been delivered, and 
therefore no question arises. As to the other, my Brother 
Rolfe told the jury that there was evidence that counsel had 
not been instructed. I agree with my Lord in thinking 
that that direction was correct, and that ** instructing" does 
not merely mean the delivery of a brief, but that the 
attorney, or his clerk, should be present to explain the 
contents of the brief, and to furnish the necessary in- 
formation. Here, however, the defendant was absent ; 
and was guilty, therefore, of a breach of duty, as alleged 
in the declaration. 

Alderson, B. — I am of the same opinion. I think that 
a counsel cannot be said to be '* instructed " to appear, unless 
he is placed in a condition to properly and eflSciently per- 
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form the duty entrusted to him. Here the defendant had ^ **49. 

delivered a brie^ but he was not there to see that the wit- Hawkins 

nesses were forthcoming when called upon. The brief „ "• 
became, therefore, mere waste paper. 



RoLFB, B., concurred. 



Rule discharged accordingly. 



Lew v. Abbott. 

MM A WKINS had obtained a rule, calling upon the sheriff To a writ of 
of Kent to shew cause why the return made to a writ of sheriff returned 
testatum fi. fa., in this case, should not be quashed. oetved^from 

The following facts appeared upon the aflSdavits. The E. L. L . ^« 
plaintiff had recovered judgment against the defendant, and pkunHffin tks 
had issued writs of fi. fa., and testatum fi. fa., against hb nam^ui 
ffoods. The sheriff of Kent, in obedience to a rule to that T^^Jf^^**^" 

° ' draw trom pos- 

effect, had made the following return to the latter writ. ** By session ; and 

virtue of the annesed writ to me directed, I seized the goods upon withdrew. 

and chattels, in my bailiwick, of Vernon Montague Abbott, ^^* 

to the value of 40£, and kept them safely in my possession 

until the 28th day of July, when I received fix>m Emanuel 

Laurence T^evy, the attorney of the plaintiff in the said writ 

namedy an order to withdraw from possession of the said 

goods and chattels, whereupon I immediately withdrew 

from such possession, and the said Vernon Montague 

Abbott hath not any other or more goods and chattels in 

my bailiwick, whereof I can cause to be levied the damages 

and interest in the said writ mentioned, or any part thereof, 

as by the said writ I am commanded ; therefore I cannot 

have the damages and interest in the said writ mentioned, 

or any part thereof, before the Barons of the Queen's 

Exchequer at Westminster, as by the said writ I am com- 

manded.** 
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1849. Bramnoell shewed cause. The relum is gpocL The 

^"^^XvT^ CJourt will read the return so as to support it, and, tjie 
V- words here used shew that the plaintiff has appointed a 

special attorney for the purpose of withdrawing the ezeca- 
tion. \Parhe, B. — ^The words " attorney of the plaintiff in 
the said writ named," must, I think, mean the attorney in 
the action. At any rate the expression is ambiguous ; and 
if an action were broi^ht for a false return there might be 
some difficulty. The plaintiff is entitled to a return that is 
free from doubt] Even adopting that construction, it is 
submitted that the attorney in the action has authori^ to 
withdraw an execution against a party's goods. It is other- 
wise in the case of an execution against the person. There 
the debtor once taken under the writ and the debt is sa- 
tisfied, and the attorney's duty is at an end. Crozer ▼• 
PUUng (a) ; Savory v. Chapman {b) ; Connap v. ChaUis (e); 
are authorities to that effect. [Parke, B. — The general 
rule is, that after judgment the attorney has the power to 
receive the debt and give a release, but nothing more]. 
Suppose that several executions had been issued indiflferent 
counties, and that a portion, or the whole amount of the 
sum due has been paid, surely the attorney would be 
entitled to direct the sheriff of one county to levy only so 
much as remained unliquidated, and the sheriff of the other 
to withdraw altogether. 

Hawkins, in support of the rule. The return does not 
shew a sufficient authority to the attorney to direct the 
withdrawal of the writ. In Cmnop v. ChaUis it was held 
that the sheriff was liable to an action for escape, for having 
discharged a debtor from custody, upon an order given by 
the attorney, who had acted without authority. If the 
goods were not liable to be sold, on account of a claim for 



(a) 4 B. & C. 26 ; S. C. 6 D.& & D. 604 ; 8 Dowl. 656. 
R. 129. (e) Ante, vol 6, p. 48 ; S. G. 

(6) 1 1 A. & E. 829 ; S. C. 3 P. 2 Exch. 484. 
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rent, the riieriff should have returoed nulla bona. [He 1849. 

referred also to Winik v. Freeman {a); Cocker v. 3ftf<^ '"Tb^T^ 

gnme (i),] ». 

C^. adv. vult '"^- 

The judgfnent of the Court wl» now delivered by 
Aldbbson^ Bw — After stating the return, his Lordship 
proceeded as follovrs. It was contended that the return 
was good on two grounds : first, that the countermand and 
order to abandon possession must be taken to have been 
made by a special attorney appointed by the plaintiff for 
that purpose. We intimated on the argument that this 
answer was an unsatisfactory one. Secondly, it was con- 
tended that the attorney in the cause had a right, after a 
seizure under a ft. &.rto order die sheriff to quit possession, 
snd that the order of the plaintiff himself was not required, 
and that is our opinion. The attorney in the suit has no 
right, after judgment, to settle the action upon any other 
terms than payment of the bill and costs, and cannot dis- 
charge a man ft-om custody on a ca. sa. without receiving 
them. That is to be found in Savory v. Chapman^ nor by 
parity of reasoning where there has been an extent under 
an elegit But he has the power to direct and manage 
an execution against the goods, and if there are two writs of 
fi. fa. out at the same time in different counties, there is no 
reason why if one is executed, and the debt satisfied, he 
may not order the sheriff to quit possession of the goods 
seized under the other. So if the seizure is met by a claim 
to the goods, which he thinks it is not worth Mobile to dis- 
pute ; or where the landlord claims rent that would absorb 
the value of the goods ; there seems no cause why he may 
not abandon ; nor why he may not for any other cause, when 
he thinks it may conduce to the benefit of his client Cases, 
indeed, might occur, where a fi. fa. was put in force and 
abandoned, and again another put in force, so that the 

(a) 1 1 A. & £. 539. (6) 9 Q. B. 223. 
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1849. 



Levy 



Abbott. 



defendant might be harassed by frequent seizures. Pro- 
bably the law might give the defendant a remedy by a 
special action on the case for such a vexatious mode of pro- 
ceeding, virithout reasonable or probable cause. The only 
question in the present case is, whether the plaintiff, and if 
so his attorney, may not order the sheriff, after the seizure, 
to give up the goods, and we think that he may. This rule 
will, therefore, be discharged, with costs. 



Rule discharged, with costs. 



To entitle m 
defendant to 
enter a sug- 
gestion on the 
roll to deprire 



BUCRLBT V. HaNN. 

A RULE nisi had been obtained to enter a suggestion 

on the roll to deprive the plaintiff of costs, under the 

10 & 11 Vict, c. 71, s. 11.3, intituled "An Act for the 

the plaintiff of more easv recovery of Small Debts and Demands within 

costs under the *' "^ 

10 & 1 1 Vict the City of London and the Liberties thereof." 

c. 71 ss. 40 

and 1*13, (the The affidavit on which the rule had been granted stated 
Debts'^Act), ^^^^ ^" action had been commenced in the superior Court, 
°h *^t^°""^ on the 1st of August, 1849, by the plaintiff, as indorser, 
fendant carried against the defendant, as acceptor, of a bill of exchange for 

122., drawn and indorsed by a person of the name of Wood; 
that the cause was tried before one of the Secondaries of 
the city of London, and a verdict found for the plaintiff for 
122. 4«. ; that at the period when the action was brought 
the defendant carried on his business at 70, Lower Thames 
Street, in the city of London, and that a plaint might have 
been entered in the Sheriff's Court under the statute ; that 
at the time the action was brought the plaintiff dwelt at 
7, Church Street, Edmonton, which place was distant less 

The words 
in sect. 40, ** if the cause of action arose therein,*' mean the whole cause of action. Where, 
therefore, in an action by the indorsee against the acceptor of a bill of ezchanffe, it appeared 
that the indorsement was written within the jurisdiction of the Ix)ndon Small Debts* Court, but 
the deliyery to the plaintiff took place out of the jurisdiction : Heldy that the case was not within 
the section. 



within the 
jurisdiction 
of the Court 
thereby estab- 
lished, it is 
not sufficient 
to shew that 
the defendant 
is a clerk 
attending a 
public office 
within the 
jurisdiction, 
but residing 
elsewhere. 
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than twenty miles from the defendant's place of business ; 
that the cause of action arose solely within the jurisdiction 
of the said Sheriff's Court of the city of London ; that the 
defendant at the time of the action brought dwelt and had 
hb domicile at 15, Park Row, Greenwich, in Kent, within 
the jurisdiction of the County Court of Kent at Greenwich, 
and that a plaint might have been entered there; that 
neither the plaintiff nor the defendant was an officer either 
in the Sheriff's Court of London or of the County Court 
of Kent; and that the Secondary who tried the cause did 
not certify that it was a fit one to be tried in a superior 
Court 

The affidavit in answer stated that the defendant neither 
resided in the city, nor had any other connection with it 
than as a clerk to the Board of Admiralty, in their depart- 
ment called ** The General Register and Record Office of 
Seamen," situate at 70, Lower Thames Street ; which office 
and the locality thereof were subject to alteration and re- 
moval out of the city at the will of the Board ; and that the 
bill in question, drawn, accepted, and with the indorsement 
written on it, had been given, at the office in Lower Thames 
Street, to a person of the name of Courtis, by whom it was 
subsequently delivered to the plaintiff at his residence at 
Bonder's End, Middlesex. 



1849. 



BUCKLRY 

P. 

Hann. 



J, Brawn shewed cause. There are two answers to this 
application. First, it is made under the London Small 
Debts' Act, 10 & 11 Vict c. 71, s. 40 (a), the language of 



(a) The important sections of 
the act are the following : 

Sect. 40 enacts, that a " sam- 
mons may issue, provided the 
defendant or one of the defend- 
ants shall dwell or carry on his 
business within the city of Lon- 
don, or the liberties thereof, at 
the time of the action brought ; 
or provided the defendant or one 



of the defendants shall have dwelt 
or carried on his business therein 
at some time within six calendar 
months next before the time of 
the action brought ; or if the cause 
of action arose therein." 

Sect. 112 enacts, "that all ac- 
tions and proceedings which be- 
fore the passing of this act might 
have been brought in any of her 



190 



CASES ON POINTS OF PRACTICE, EXCH. 



1849. 



Buckley 

V, 

Hann. 



which differs (rom the similar section in the County Courts* 
Act Ry the former act, it is required that ^* the cause of 
action" should arise within the jurisdiction. That must 
mean the whole cause of action, and not merely ^' in some 
material point," which are the words in the latter act The 
foundation of the plaintiflTs claim is the indorsement of the 
bill : that took place out of London, when the instrument 
was delivered to the plaintiff. Delivery is essential to a 
valid indorsement ; MarsUm v. AUen (a). The cause of 
action, therefore, did not arise wholly within the limits of 
the city. Secondly, the defendant did not ^^ carry on 
business" within the city within the meaning of the act 
That expression does not apply to persons in his situation. 
This has been established by several decisions on the cor- 
responding provisions in other similar enactments. Under 
the old London Court of' Requests' Act, 39 & 40 Geo. 3, 
c. 104, s. 5, the words of which were, "any person," &c., 
"keeping any house, warehouse, shop, shed, stall, or stand, 
or seeking a Uvehkood, or trading or dealing within the same 



Majesty's superior Courts of re- 
cord, where the plaintiff dwells 
more than twenty miles from the 
defendant, or where any officer of 
the Court holden under the pro- 
visions of this act shall be a party, 
except in respect of any claim to 
any goods and chattels taken in 
execution of the process of the 
Court, or the proceeds or value 
thereof, may be brought and de- 
termined in any such superior 
Court at the election of the party 
suing or proeeeding, as if this act 
had not been passed." 

Sect. 113 enacts, *'that if any 
action shall have been commenced 
after the passing of this act in any 
of her Majesty's superior Courts 
of record, for any cause other 
than those lastly herein-before 
specified, for which a plaint might 



hare been entered in the Court 
holden under the provisions of 
this act, and a verdict shall be 
found for the plaintiff for a sum, 
not more than twenty pounds if 
the said action is founded on con- 
tract, or less than five pounds if 
it be founded on tort, the said 
plaintiff shall have judgment to 
recover such sum only and no 
costs ; and if a verdict shall not 
be found for the plaintiff, the de- 
fendant shall be entitled to his 
costs as between attorney and 
dient, unless in either case the 
Judge who shall try the cause 
shall certify on the back of the 
record that the action was fit to 
be brought in such superior 
Court." 

(a) 8 M. & W. 494 : S. C. 
1 DowL 442, N. S. 
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ci^ or liberties," it was decided that a clerk attending at 1849. 
the Excise OflSce in London daily, and having no other buciley 
means of subsistence, but residing out of the city, was not ^' 
a person Meehing his UveKhood within the city according to 
the true construction of those words ; Sffdih v. HurreU (a). 
And tmder the County Courts Act, the Court of Queen's 
Bench have tecently held that the deputy sealer of writs, 
whose duty it is to accompany the Lord Chancellor, did 
not ''carry on business" in any definite locality within 
the meaning of the 128th section of that statute; Ralfe 
V. Leanhanih (&). 

IV. L. Tkonuu, in support of the rule. The question 
does not torn on the old act, but on a more recent statute, 
Which was designed to extend to the dity of London the 
advlmtages conferred generally. Under the 129th section 
of the 9 & 10 Vict, c 95, it has been decided that, if any 
reasonable 'doubt exists, the Court will permit a suggestion 
to be entered; leaving it to the plaintiff to traverse or 
demur to it; Butler v. Carney (c). A sufficient prim& facie 
case has been established by the defendant to entide him 
to a suggestion. It is unnecessary that the cause of action 
should arise wholly within the city. The defendant will be 
considered to be '^carrying on business" there, since he 
had no other occupation, and derived his livelihood entirely 
from the situation which he held in the Admiralty. 

Parkk, B. — With respect to the first objection, we think 
that the words ^' cause of action" mean the whole cause of 
action ; and that as the indorsement took place out of the 
city, the act does not apply. With respect to the other 
question, we will take time to consider our judgment. 

Cur. adv. vuU, 

(a) 10 B. & C. 542. (c) 2 Exch. 474 ; S. C. ante, 

(6) Q. B., Mich. Term, 1849, vol.6, p. 45. See, however, JiTtr^jf 
cited from 19 LawJourn.Q B. 10. v. Htdbfoti, 1 L., M. & P. 364. 
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1849. 



Buckley 

V, 

Hann. 



The judgment of the Court was afterwards (a) delivereil by 
Parke, B.^This was an application to deprive the 
plaintiff of costs, pursuant to the 10 & 11 Vict. c. 71, 
s. 113. The question raised was, whether a clerk in the 
Admiralty, whose duty it was to attend at a place in the 
city in that department, was a person ^' carrying on busi- 
ness** within the limits of the city. It appears that a 
similar question, with reference to the County Courts Act, 
has been under the consideration of the Court of Queen's 
Bench (b). They held that the deputy sealer of writs in 
the Court of Chancery is not a person who *' carries on 
business" in any definite locality ; and we are of the same 
opinion in the present case. We think that a clerk, who 
serves at an office in the city, cannot be regarded as carry- 
ing on an independent business there, so as to come within 
the meaning of the act; and, consequently, that the rule 
must be discharged. 

Rule dischai^ged (c). 



(a) In Hilary Vacation, 1850. 

(b) Roffe V. Learmonth, Q. B., 
Mich. Term, 1849. 



(c) See Oletmie v. Delmar, 1 L., 
M. & P. 402. 



NuTT V. Rush. 

J. HIS was a rule to set aside a plea as false and tricky. 

It was an action by the indorsee against the acceptor of 
a bill of exchange for 150L The defendant pleaded that 
the plaintiff was and still is indebted to the defendant in 
157L I0s.j upon a judgment recovered in 1849 in the 
Queen's Bench, as by the record and proceedings remain- 
ing in the said Court more fully appears, and which the 
167/. io«. upon defendant is ready to verify by the said record; and in 160L 

a judgment ^ */ ^ ^ y 

recoYeredin for goods Sold and delivered: against which said sums of 

the Queen's 

Bench, as by 

tbe record, &c, more fully appears; and in 160/. for goods sold, against which sums the 

defendant is willing to set-off the last mentioned damages. Verification. 

The Court, on an affidayit of the falsehood of the ^ea, which was not denied by any coontcr 
affidavit, set it aside. 



Assumpsit by 
the indorsee 
of a bill of 
exchange 
against the 
acceptor. 

Plea, that 
the pl^tiff 
was and still 
is indebted to 
the defendant 
in the sum of 
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money the defendant is willing to set off the last mentioned 1849. 



Per Curiam (d). 



Rule absolute. 



(a) 13 M. & W. 424; S. C. (e) 2 B. & A. 199* 

ioUe, vol. 2, p. 675. (rf) Pollock, C. B., Park^, B., 

(6) 4 Dowl. 462. Aldenon, B., and Rolfe, B. 

VOL. VIL O D. & L. 



NUTT 



damages. Verification. 

The affidavits in support of the rule stated that the plea *. 

was false ; which was not negatived by any affidavit from 
the defendant. 



Hannen shewed cause. The Court will not interfere 
on a mere affidavit of the &lsehood of the plea: they 
will only do so when it is clearly bad. [Parhe^ B. — They 
will, when the plea is tricky and difficult to be replied to. 
Here the subject-matter of the set-off is partly a matter of 
bet and partly a matter of record, and the plaintiff might 
find it difficult to firanie a proper replication to it. Alder* 
iouy B. — If the defendant has such a set-off as that which 
he has pleaded, he might attest its truth by affidavit] 
If the plea is one to which the defendant can reply, the 
Court will not set it aside ; Fairthome v. Donald (a). In 
La FareH v. Langan (&), Tindal, C. J., speaking of the 
plea in that case, says: ^^It is clear this is a plea upon 
which a distinct issue may be taken ; and if we were to 
allow this rule, we should be in effect trying the case upon 
affidavit" [ParA^, B. — This is not the simple question of 
whether the subject-matter of the plea is false ; here the 
plea also throws a difficulty in the plaintiff's way in replying 
to it ; and the case of Bartley v. Godslahe (c) shews, that if 
a sham plea be of such a nature as to make it necessary for 
the plaintiff's attorney to consult counsel, and thereby incur 
delay and expense, the Court will allow the plaintiff to sign 
judgment] 

Manisty^ contra, was not heard. 



194 



CASES ON POINTS OF PRACTICE, EXCH. 



1849. 



A constable 
who takes a 
person into 
custody im- 
properly, but 
with the bona 
fide intention 
of doing his 
duty, is en- 
titled to the 
protection 
given by the 
24 Geo. 2, 
c. 44, 8. 8 ; 
and it is not 
A question for 
the jury whe- 
ther he rea- 
sonably be- 
heved that he 
was doing his 
du^. 

A., who 
teeing an 
oflScer taking 
the wrong in- 
dividual into 
custody, points 
out to him, B., 
whom he be- 
lieves to be 
the real 
offender, is 
not liable in 
an action of 
trespass, pro- 
vided he docs 
not direct the 
constable to 
make the 
arrest. 



GosDEN V. Elfick and Bennett. 

JLIECLARATION. Trespass for false imprisonment. 

Plea, not guilty by statute. 

The cause was tried before Alderson, B., at the last 
Summer Assizes for Sussex, when the following facts were 
proved. The plaintiff was engaged with two other persons, 
named Maynard and Vass, in exhibiting some horses at a 
fair, when one of them, having broken loose, injured a boy. 
The defendant Bennett, a constable, was not present at the 
time, but arriving soon afterwards took Vass into custody, on 
the ground of misconduct in the management of the animals. 
The defendant Elfick, who was standing by when this ocr 
curred, said, ^' That is not the man ; those (pointing to the 
plaintiff and Maynard) are the men you ought to take up.* 
He thereupon arrested the plaintiff. It was admitted that the 
arrest was unauthorized, as no offence had been committed. 
The action, however, had not been commenced within six 
months; and it was therefore urged that the defendant 
Bennett was protected by the 24 Geo. 2, c. 44, s. 8 (a). 

The learned Judge, in summing up, referred to the case 
of Partan v. Williams (i), and told the jury ; — first, with 
respect to Bennett, that if they believed that in taking the 
plaintiff into custody he intended bon4 fide to perform his 
duty, he would be entitled to their verdict ; and with respect 
to Elfick, if they thought that he had directed the constable 
to arrest the plaintiff, he would be liable ; but that he would 
not be liable, if they considered that his object in pointing the 
plaintiff out was merely to correct the mistake which the 
constable had made in taking up the wrong man. The 
jury thereupon found a verdict for the defendants. 



(a) Sect. S enacts, ** that no 
action shall be brought against 
any justice of the peace for any 
thing done in the execution of 
his office, or against any constable. 



headborough, or other officer, or 
person acting as aforesaid, unless 
commenced within six calendar 
months after the act committed." 
(6) 3 B. & A. 330. 
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Hawkins now moved for a new trial, on the ground of 1849. 
misdirection. The learned Judge was incorrect in the gosdkn 
manner in which he left the question to the jury with regard *• 

to Bennett He should have asked them whether the cir- and Aiuicli«r. 
camstances were such as to afford the constable reasonable 
ground for believing that in taking the plaintiff into custody 
he was acting in the discharge of his duty. The fact thati 
he did so believe, was not sufficient in itself to protect him, 
unless he had reasonable grounds for his belie£ In Cooke 
V. Lennard (a), a local act bad provided, ^'that no plaintiff 
riiould recover in any action commenced against any person 
for anything done in the execution of or under the autho- 
rity of the act,** unless notice thereof in writing was given 
within a certain time before the action; and Bayley^ J., 
says, ** Where an act of Parliament says that, in the case of 
an action brought against any person for anything done in 
pursuance or in execution of the act, the defendant shall be 
entitled to certain privileges, the meaning is, that the act 
done must be of that nature and description, that the party 
doing it may reasonably suppose that the act of Parliament 
gave him authority to do it" In Hughes v. Buckland {b\ 
the defendants justified under the 7 & 8 Gea 4, c 29, 
SB. 35 and 63, as the servants of the owner of a several 
fishery. The Judge directed the jury, that if they were of 
opinion that the defendants reasonably and bona fide 
believed that their master was such owner, they were pro- 
tected by the statute ; and the Court subsequently held that 
that direction was correct In Kine v. Evershed (c), the 
defendant having justified under the 7 & 8 Gea 4, c 30, 
the Judge asked the jury whether he had acted bona fide, 
and on their replying in the affirmative, nonsuited the 
plaintiff for want of notice ; and it was held to be a mis- 
direcdon, and that he ought to have asked them whether 
the defendant reasonably believed that he had authority for 

(a) 6 B. & C. 351, 6. mUe, vol. 3, p. 709. 

ib) 15 M. ft W. 346 ; S. C. (e) 10 Q. B. 143. 

o 8 
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1840. what he was doing. As to Elfick, if by his information the 
GoBDEN plaintiffs were arrested, he is liable. In Flewster v. RoyIe(a)f 
p *• , it was held, that where A. staled positively to the commander 
and Another, of a pressgang that B. was liable to the impress service, who 
in truth was not so. and B., in consequence of this infor- 
mation, was impressed, A. was liable to an action of trespass 
land false imprisonment at the suit of B. \^Aldersony B. — 
The rule is clearly laid down in Theobald v. Crichmare (b). 
There, a constable having a magistrate's warrant of distress 
to levy a church rate, under the statute 53 Geo. 3, c. 127, 
broke the door of and entered the plaintiff's dwelling-house ; 
and it was held that though he had exceeded his authority, 
he was entitled to the benefit of the statute; since its 
object was to protect persons acting illegally, but in sup- 
posed pursuance of, and with a bona fide intention of dis- 
charging their duty under, the act of Parliament As to 
the other defendant, if the principle contended for were 
correct, it would come to this: that if a constable, in search 
of an offender, were to inquire which is the man, no one 
would be entitled to give hiro information. K that be the 
meaning of Flewster v. RoyUy it would be absurd. The 
probability is, however, that there was evidence in that case 
shewing that the defendant bore some malice towards the 
plaintiff.] 

Per Curiam (c). 

Rule refused. 



(o) I Campb. 187. (c) PoUoek, C. B., AUerson, B., 

(6) 1 B. & A. 227. and Rolfe, B. 
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1849. 

The Great Northern Railway Company v. Kennedy. 

IJEBT for calls. The declaration stated that the de- To an action 
fcndant^ at the time of making the calls thereinafter men- defendant 
tioned, was, and still is, the holder of divers, to wit, one ple*<|cd a plea 

puis darrein 

hundred and fifty-five shares in the said company, and continuance, 

t /• 1 /• t • • n 1 ^^^ ^c shares 

before the commencement of the suit, to wit, &c., was, and had been de. 
still is, indebted to the company in a large sum of money, ^"^n/to^ 
to wit, 1627/. 10*., in respect of five calls upon the said be forfeited. 

■ * Held, on spe- 

shares, to wit, &c. ; whereby, &c., and by reason of the act cial demurrer, 
of Parliament incorporating the company, and of the Com- ^^ balsas* 
panics' Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, an action hath Jj^^j^^f 
accrued to the company, &c. ; yet he has not paid, &c. t^o power to 

, forfeit shares 

Plea to the further maintenance of the action, that after on non-pay. 
the failure by the defendant to pay the calls in the declara- inferred b/ 
tion mentioned, and more than twenty-one days before the the8&9Vict. 

*^ J c. 16, are not 

making of the declaration of forfeiture thereinafter men- alternative, but 
tioned, to wit, &c., the directors of the company caused a remedies. 
certain notice in writinp^, bearing date the day and year Inst 
aforesaid, to be, and the same was then duly transmitted by 
the post, according to the form of the statute, &c., to the 
usual place of abode of the defendant, he, the defendant, 
then being the holder and proprietor of the shares in the 
declaration mentioned, and being the person appearing by 
the register of shareholders of the company to be such pro- 
prietor, whereby the directors then gave notice to the 
defendant of their intention, after twenty-one days from 
the date of the notice, to declare the shares, in respect of 
which the calls in the declaration mentioned were then so 
payable, forfeited, and to take the steps necessary for having 
the forfeiture thereof confirmed. That afterwards, and 
more than twenty-one days after giving the notice to, and 
the receipt of the same by the defendant, and after the 
expiration of two months and upwards from each and every 
of the days on or before which the several calls in the decla- 
ration mentioned were so respectively appointed to hr paid 
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1849. as therein mentioned, to wit, &c., the directors did, in pur- 

Great suance of the notice, and according to the forms of the 

Northern statute, &c., proceed to declare, and did then duly declare. 

Railway Co. _ , i. - . , rr^, /. i , \ i> 

V. the shares forfeited. That afterwards, and more than four- 

teen days before the holding of the general meeting of the 
company hereinafter mentioned, to wit, &c., public notice 
was given by the directors of the meeting, according to the 
form of the statute, &c., to wit, by advertisement then duly 
published in that behalf, specifying the place, the day, and 
the hour of the same meeting, and the purposes for which it 
was called. That afterwards, and more than fourteen days 
after the notice last mentioned, and afl^er the expiration of 
two months and upwards ft'om the day on which the notice 
of the intention to make such declaration of forfeiture had 
been and was given as aforesaid ; and after the last pleading 
in this suit, and within eight days now last past, to wit, &c., 
an extraordinary general meeting of the shareholders of the 
company was, in pursuance of the last mentioned notice, 
duly held according to the form of the statute, &c., for the 
purpose, among other things, of confirming the forfeiture 
declared by the directors of certain shares in the company, 
upon which calls were then in arrear, and, among others, of 
the said shares in the declaration mentioned. That at the 
meeting, and after the last pleading in this suit, and within 
eight days last past, to wit, &c, the calls in the said declaration 
mentioned, then being and remaining wholly due and pay- 
able, and in arrear and unpaid, and the meeting being then 
and there duly constituted in that behalf, and a quorum of 
shareholders in the company, according to the form of the 
statute, &c, being then and there present, the forfeiture of 
the shares of the defendant was duly confirmed by the 
company according to the form of the statute, &c. ; and 
the shares of the defendant thereupon became and were 
forfeited, and thereupon also at the meeting the company, 
according to the form of the statute, &c., then made a 
certain order, directing the shares so forfeited as aforesaid 
to be disposed of for the purpose of raising the capital 
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represented by such ^res, to wit, by issuing in lieu of 1849. 
each of the said shares two scrip shares of 12Z. 10*. each; grbat 

of all which premises the defendant then had due notice, Northern 

'^ ' Railway Co. 

and then assented to, and acquiesced in, the forfeiture and v. 

disposal of his shares. Verification. 

Demurrer. 

Joinder in demurrer. 

JPhgfson, in support of the demurrer. The plea is bad. 
The question turns upon the 8 & 9 Vict. c. 16. By the 
25th section, power is given to the company to enforce the 
calls by action. By the 29th section, the directors are 
empowered, if any shareholder fail to pay any call payable 
by him at any time after the expiration of two months from 
the day appointed for payment of such call, ^^ to declare the 
share in respect of which such call was payable forfeited ; and 
that, whether the company have sued for the amount of such 
call or not" By the 31st section, the declaration of forfei- 
ture is not to take effect until it has been confirmed at some 
general meeting, to be held after the expiration of two 
months finom the day on which such notice of intention 
to make such declaration of forfeiture shall have been given. 
By the 32nd section, the directors are authorized, after the 
confirmation of such forfeiture, to sell the shares. By the 
34th section, only such a number of shares shall be sold as 
is sufficient for the payment of the calls. By the 35th 
section it is provided, that if payment of such arrears of 
calls be made before any share so forfeited and vested in the 
company shall have been sold, such share shall revert to 
the party to whom the same belonged before such forfeiture, 
in such manner as if such calls had been duly paid. The 
substance of these various sections is, that the company are 
endtled to forfeit and sell the shares, the calls on which 
have not been paid ; but that if the arrears are paid prior to 
the sale, the shareholder may have the shares restored. The 
debt, however, is not extinguished by the mere declaration 
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1849. of forfeiture ; The Ediriburghy §-c. Railway Company v. Heb- 
Great hUwhite (a). The right of suing and that of forfeiting are 
NoRTHEBN distinct; London and Brighton Railway Company v. Fair' 
V. dough (&). There is nothing to shew that^ in avtdling 

themselves of one, the company abandon the other alterna- 
tive of proceeding. In the case of a tenant who has neglected 
to pay his rent, and thereby forfeited his lease, the landlord 
may re-enter, but the re-entry does not bar his right of 
action for the arrears ; PennanVs case (c). \Aldersofny B. — 
How can you bring an action for calls after the forfeiture? 
How can you fulfil the requisites of the 26th section, and 
allege in the declaration that the defendant is the holder of 
the shares?] The word "is" has a statutory meaning; it 
has reference to the period when the call was made, not to 
that when the action was brought ; The Beffast and County 
Down Railway Company v. Strange (rf). [Parkey B. — If the 
shares had been sold, would there not have been an end 
of the action for calls?] Giles v. Hutt(e) may be referred 
to, but it is distinguishable. The deed of settlement in that 
case gave the directors the power of forfeiting the shares on 
non-payment of the calls or suing for them. The remedy, 
therefore, was clearly alternative ; and it was properly held 
that, having commenced an action for unpaid calls, the 
company could not subsequently declare the shares for- 
feited (/). 

Maynardy contra. The Edinburghy 8fc. Railway Com- 
pany V. HebblewhitCy and Giles v. Hutty shew that if the 

(a) 6 M. & W. 707 ; S. C. 8 plea shewed a complete forfeiture 

Dowl. 802. by the declaration of the directors 

{b) 2 M. & G. 674 ; S. C. 3 alone, the plea was bad for shew- 

Scott, N. R. 68. ing on the face of it that that 

(c; 3 Rep. 64. declaration was made more than 

(cQ 1 Ezch. 739. eight days before the pleading of 

(e) 1 Exch. 701 ; S. C. ante, the plea. But as no judgment 

vol. 5, p. 387* was given upon this point, the 

if) He also argued, that as the argument is omitted. 



Kennedy. 
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remedj given is alternative, this is a good defence. The 1819. 
company, it is submitted, must elect which remedy they Great 

will pursue. Had it been desiimed that they should have Northern 
, . ^ . ., . Railway Co. 

the enjoyment of both, similar expressions would have been ^ «. 
used when speaking of each. On reference, however, to 
the act, it is found that while the 29th section empowers 
the directors to forfeit, whether an action has been brought 
or not; the 25th section only gives the right to sue, but says 
nothing as to forfeiture. If the interpretation suggested on 
the part of the plaintifls be correct, then a forfeiture might 
be declared after an action had been brought and judgment 
recovered; but it is impossible that can be so, since the 
debt would become merged in the judgment. Again, the 
35th section allows the redemption of the shares after for- 
feiture and before sale, but no such provision is made in 
the cases where the calls have been recovered by action. 
The case of the forfeiture of a lease which has been relied 
on is inapplicable, since the forfeiture is a penalty and a 
means of recovering the rent As to the nature of the 
proof required by the 27th section, the Legislature only 
intended that proof of the defendant's being the holder of 
the shares at the time when the call was made, should be 
prim& facie evidence of his being so at the period of de- 
claring, and that it should exclude all proof of his having 
ceased to be so. [^Parke^ B. — If the mere declaration of 
forfeiture of the shares amounts to an extinction of the right 
of action, the company would lose their costs of suit.] That 
would be the result of their own voluntary act, in declaring 
the shares forfeited after bringing an action. But further, 
the plea is a good plea in accord and satisfaction. It shews 
that the defendant had consented to the conversion of the 
shares into shares of another description, and that they had 
ceased to be redeemable. If the forfeiture had occurred 
prior to the bringing of the action, it would have been an 
answer; and surely, if it has taken place during the main- 
tenance of the action, it may be pleaded against the further 
maintenance. In The London and Brighton Railway Com- 
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1 849. pany v. Fairchugh (a), the plea that the shares of the 

^"^^^^ defendant had been forfeited^ and that he had ceased to be 

NoRrHERN a member, was properly disallowed ; as it did not contain 

V. any allegation of a declaration or confirmation of forfeiture. 



Kennedy. 



Fhipson was not heard in reply. 

Pollock, C. B. — I am of opinion that the company is 
not barred of its right of action by the forfeiture. The 
question has not been decided in any of the cases which 
have been referred to. We must, therefore, found our judg- 
ment on the construction of the statute. According to the 
view we take of it, the remedies were not intended to be 
alternative. 

Parke, B. — I am entirely of the same opinion. This 
case differs from that of Giks v. Hutt (b). There, by the 
terms of the deed of settlement, the power of forfeiture 
was an alternative remedy,— either to sue for the amount of 
calls due, or to declare the shares forfeited ; — and the Court 
held, that the company having brought their action and 
obtained judgment, had elected the remedy, and were con- 
cluded from afterwards forfeiting the shares. Whether the 
mere bringing of the action would have been sufficient, it 
was not necessary in that case to decide. The present ques- 
tion turns upon the construction of the 8 & 9 Vict c. 16. 
On examining the various sections of that act, which confer 
the right of forfeiture, it seems clear that it was not in- 
tended as an alternative remedy, but merely as an additional 
security for the payment of calls, and in the nature of a 
pledge or mortgage ; and that the action may be maintained 
until the shares have been finally disposed of. When the 
company has disposed of and converted them into money, 
the defendant is entitled to be credited with the sum for 
which they are sold. Should they be sold so as to pay the 

(a) 2 M. & G. 674 ; S. C. 3 Scott, N. R. 68. 

(b) 1 Bxch. 701 ; S. C. ante, vol. 5, p. 387. 




Kennedy. 
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amouDt of debt and costs due, and the company were to 1 849. 
coiDinence the action, the Court would stay proceedings in great 

it On the construction, therefore, of the general act, I Northern 

Railway xxO. 

consider that the remedies were not intended to be alter- v, 

native ; and until the claim for calls is actually satisfied, the 
forfeiture is no bar to the action. 

Alderson, B. — ^I also concur. By the terms of the 29th 
section the company may forfeit the shares, whether they 
have sued or not That amounts to a legislative declaration 
that the company might do the two things; and that, there- 
fore, they are cumulative and not alternative. 

RoLFE, B. — It is clear from the 34th and 35th sections, 
that the declaration of forfeiture is in the nature of a mort- 
gage. The party may, at any time before the actual sale, 
redeem the shares. That shews that the power of forfeiture 
was only given as an additional security for the payment of 
the calls. 

Judgment for the Plaintiflb. 



The Midland Great Western Railway Company of 

Ireland v. Evans. 

UEBT for calls. The declaration stated that the de- A declaration 
fendant, to wit, on the 27th day of November, 1848, was, j^iitay com- 
and fifom thence hitherto hath been, and still is, the holder P*°y ^^^ f *•*' 

' ^ ^ alleged that 

of divers, to wit, forty shares in the said company, and then, the defcDdant 

was and from 
tbencc hitherto 
hath been, and still is, the holder of forty shares in the said company, and then and at the time 
of the commencement of the suit, was and still is indebted to the company in ^OOL in respect of 
calls, whereby an action haUi accrued to the said company by virtue of a certain act of Parlia- 
ment made and passed, &c., intituled, &c., (The Companies Clauses Consolidation Act), and also 
by virtue of the ** Midland Great Western Railway of Ireland Act, 1 845," and of the ** Midland 
Great Western Railway of Ireland Act,** (MuUingar to Athlone), &c., to demand, &c. 

Held, on special demurrer, that the declaration was not bad for alleging that the defendant 
** was and hath been," as well as ** is" the holder of the shares, and ** at the commencement of 
the suit was," as well as ** is" indebted ; or by the reference to the two special acts : as these 
allegations were at most but surplusage. 
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1819. and at the time of the commencement of this suit was, and 

^"^^[^^f^^ still is, indebted to the company in SOOLy in respect of 

Gt. Western calls, whereby an action hath accrued to the said company, 

Railway Co. , . _ . /. -r* i* ^ t j 

of Ireland by virtue of a certam act of rarliament made and passed, 
Evans. ^^'9 ii^tituled, &c. (the Companies* (Clauses Consolidation 
Act); and also, by virtue of the Midland Great Western 
Railway of Ireland Act, 1845, and of the Midland Great 
Western Railway of Ireland Act (Mullingar to Athlone, 
1846), to demand of the defendant the said sum of 30021 

Special demurrer, assigning for causes inter alia, that the 
plaintifis have attempted to put in issue immaterial matters, 
such as whether the defendant was the holder of the shares 
at the commencement of the suit, and at all the other times 
mentioned in the count ; and also that the count is bad in 
averring that an action has accrued by virtue of several acts 
of Parliament, there being no facts stated from which the 
Court could draw any such conclusion. 

Joinder in demurrer. 

G. IL Clarkcy in support of the demurrer. The decla- 
ration is bad. It is not in compliance with the provisions 
of the 8 & 9 Vict. c. 16, s. 26. By that section it is 
enacted, that in any action for calls *^ it shall be sufficient*' 
*^ to declare that the defendant is the holder of one share or 
more in the company," " and is indebted to the company in 
the sum of money to which the calls in arrear shall amount," 
&c., " whereby an action hath accrued to the company by 
virtue of this and the special act." Here the plaintiff states 
that an action accrued by virtue not only of the general 
act, but also of two special acts. It is not clear on which 
of the acts it is his intention to rely. [Alderson^ B. — Surely 
this may be regarded as surplusage]. Secondly, the decla- 
ration is bad, for stating that the defendant hath been, and 
still is, the holder of the shares, and then, and at the time 
of the commencement of this suit, was, and still is, indebted 
to the company. It should have followed closely the sta- 
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tiitable form. [He referred to Shaw y. Holland (a) ; Moore 1849. 
V. ITie Metropolitan Sewage Manure Company (b); The MwCIitD 
Belfast and County Down Railway Company v. Strange (c); ^' Western 
Leafy. Robson (d) ; Fisher v. Gibbon (e) ; Lee v. Clarke (f) ; of Ireland 
Williamson v. Allison (y)"]. Efans. 

Edwin James^ in support of the declaration, was not 
called upon. 

Cur, adv. vult. 

Alderson, R, now delivered the judgment of the Court 
In this case two objection were made, which in substance 
were the same, namely, that the plaintifis had not followed 
the form in the act of Parliament, and that it is not correct 
so to describe the effect of that and the special acts. The 
26th section of the 8 & 9 Vict. c. 16, provides that certain 
requisites shall be stated in the declaration; those requi- 
sites are stated, but there is an addition which it was said 
was unnecessarj — that before the commencement of this 
suit, ** and from thence hitherto the defendant hath been, and 
still IS, the holder of divers, to wit, forty shares." It would 
have been sufficient, and perhaps better, to have stated only 
that the defendant *' is" such holder of forty shares. This 
declaration states something more, the utmost effect of which 
is that the declaration is subject to the objection of sur- 
plusage, which, however, cannot be taken advantage of, 
even on special demurrer. With respect to the other point, 
the declaration states that by virtue of a certain act — the 
Companies' Clauses Consolidation Act — and also by virtue 
of two particular acts, that is the special acts authorizing the 
railway in question, the plaintiffs are entitled to a right of 
action. It appears that there was an act of Parliament 

(a) 15 M. & W. 136. 13 M. & W. 651. 

(6) Ante, vol. 6, p. 496 ; S. C. (e) Ante^ vol. 2, p. S69. 

3 Exch. 333. (/) 2 East, 333. 

(c) 1 Exch. 739. (p) Ibid. 446. 

(d) Ante, vol. 2, p. 646 ; S. C. 
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V. 

Etanb. 



1S49. passed for incorporating the company, and that there was 
^^^^(^j^ a second act for enlarging its powers, and under that second 
Gt. Western act a power of making calls for the purposes of the enlarged 
of Ireland powers. It seems to us that it is correctly stated, and that 
the difficulty yery properly put to us in respect of the Inter- 
pretation Clause is solved by looking to the 26th section of 
the act, which speaks of the special act, which clearly refers 
to all the acts undex which the calls may be made. There- 
fore it appears to us that this declaration is correctly framed ; 
but even if it were not so, the answer would be the same as 
to the form, viz., that it is surplusage. There will, therefore, 
be judgment for the plain tifis. 



Judgment for the Plaintiffs (ay 

(a) See The Bait Lamcoihire RaUway Company v. Croxton, } h., M. 
& P. 298. 



A., beinff 
possessea of 
certain goods 
lying Rt the 
wharf of the 
defendants, 
assigned them 
to B., by 
whom they 
were trans- 



HoRTON V. The Earl of Devon and Others. 

Jfl ILWARD had obtained a rule on the part of the 
defendants for an interpleader. 

It appeared from the affidavits, that the defendants were 
possessed of a certain wharf at Runcorn in the county of 
Chester, as trustees of the late Duke of Bridgewater, and as 
such were common carriers and wharfingers. In the course 
plaintiff? The ^^ ^^ month of April, 1848, a quantity of iron was 
defendants landed at the wharf consiimed to the Coalbrook Dale 

thereapon ^ 

placed the 

goods to the 

account of the 

plaintiff in 

their books. 

and gave hhn notice of their having done so. A claim having been subseanently made to the 

goods by certain other parties as well as A., on the ground that they haa been fraudulendy 

transferred, the defendants refused to deliver them up to the plaintiff whereupon an actioo was 

brought. Htld^ that the defendants having transferred the goods to the name of the plaintiff 

in their books, had thereby agreed to hold them on his account, and were therefore not entided 

to the benefit of the Interpleader Act 



Company, by whom an order for its delivery to a person of 
the name of Kerr was made. It was subsequently trans- 



MlCHAELSfAS TERM, 13 VICT. 

ferred by bim to one Bowles; by Bowles it was assigned to 
Poolley by two written ordeiB, from whom it was passed to 
the plaintiff. In consequence of instructions received, the 
defendants placi^d the iron to the account of the plaintiff in 
their books, at the same time advising him of their having 
done so. A claim having, however, been made to the pro- 
perty by the assignees of a person of the name of Fitzgerald 
and the Coalbrook Dale Company, on the ground that it 
had been fraudulently transferred to the plaintiff, the de- 
fendants refused to deliver it up to the plaintiff, who there- 
upon brought the present action. An interpleader summons 
having been taken out before Lord Denman, C. J., at 
Chambers, his Lordship refused to make any order, and 
referred the parties to this Court 
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Martin and Huffh Hill, for the plaintiff, shewed cause. 
This is not a case in which an interpleader order will be 
made. By placing the goods to the account of the plaintiff 
the defendants have acknowledged him to be the owner. 
In Havoes v. WaUon (a), B. had entered into a contract to 
sell to C. a quantity of tallow lying at a wharf, and which 
he had himself purchased from A. He obtained from the 
wharfingers and gave to C. a written acknowledgment, that 
they had transferred the tallow to C, and subsequently 
became bankrupt. A. gave notice to the wharfingers not 
to deliver the goods to B.'s order. An action having been 
commenced by C. against the wharfingers, it was held that 
they were to be considered as holding the tallow as C.'s 
agents, and could not set up A.'s right to stop in transitu. 
[Parkef B. — That case was decided before the Interpleader 
Act passed.] In Crawshay v. Thornton (i), where B. & Co., 
wharfingers, having written to C. that they had transferred 
into his name and held at his disposal goods originally de- 
posited with them by A., subsequently received notice fi*om 

Ca) 2 B. & C. 540; S. C. 4 D. & R. 22. 
C6) 2 Myl. & Cr. 1. 
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1849. 



HORTON 

9. 

Earl of 

Devon 

andOthen. 



D. that the goods were his property, and that they had 
been sold by A. without his authority; the Lord Chancellor 
held that 6. & Co. could not maintain a bill of interpleader 
against C. after their letter to him. [Parker B.— That 
seems to be exactly like the present case.] [They were 
then stopped by the Court, who called upon] 



Mihoard to support the rule. The defendants were, 
through the fraud of Poolley, led to state that they held the 
goods for the plaintiff. [Aldersoriy B. — How can we on 
this rule determine a question of fraud ?] He referred to 
Patami v. Campbell (a). There was no contract ; the letter 
merely amounted to an intimation that the goods had been 
placed to the plaintiff's account He did not accept the 
goods, and the defendants were therefore not bound to 
deliver them. 

Parke, B. — The plaintiff says, you have entered into a 
contract to hold the goods on my account. It is admitted 
that the goods were transferred to his name, and that notice 
was communicated to him of the fact The case is, there- 
fore, exactly like that of Cratoshay v. Thornton {b\ and no 
interpleader can be granted. 



Per Curiam (e). 



(a) Ante, vol. 1, p. 397 ; S. C. 

12M.&W. 277. 
ib) 2Myl. &Cr. 1. 



Rule discharged. 

(c) PoUock, C. B., Parke, B., 
Alderson, B., and Roffie, B. 
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1849. 

Eastern Union Railway Company v. Symonds. 

\yROUCH had obtained a rule for the enlargement of a The Court 
peremptory undertaking. ^e^?y 

The affidavit in support of the rule was made by "J. Stabb, ^Jl^'^ffida^it 
of , Solidtor," and alleged as a ground for not proceed- o**^® ^y ^ 

• 1 i_ r 1 /. ^^1 person dc- 

mg to trial that a person ot the name of Chapman was a scribing him- 
necessary and material witness on behalf of the plaintiffs, Jlf) &!J.fi<^" 
that he had been seriously ill, that it would have been im- ^\^»^r» "*? 

** alleging that 

practicable to have proceeded to trial without his evidence, he had witb- 
and that he had therefore withdrawn the record. The affi- record in con- 
davit did not state that the deponent was the attorney of the mSS^wft-* 

plaintiffe. n^ being ill. 

* without whose 

evidence the 

O^Malley shewed cause. The rule must be discharged, not safely pro- 
The affidavit on which it has been obtained is defective. Sthouffh'the* 
First, it does not shew in what way the person makins it is «ffid*^»t did 

'^ ^ ''not sute that 

connected with the cause. In Sullivan v. MaffiU(a)y the the deponent 
Court refused to receive an affidavit of an attorney's clerk tomey in the 
to put off a trial, because it omitted to state that the clerk '•a'we.orhad 

* the manage- 

was particularly acquainted with the circumstances of the mentofit^or 

- - - , - . 4 1. • •^c" that it 

cause and had the management of it. An application to was probable 
enlarge a peremptory undertaking is similar to a motion to ^ere enlarged* 
postpone a trial. The affidavit in support of it, therefore, the witness 

* * , , * * ... would be able 

should state with equal certainty facts from which it might to attend, 
be decided whether the witness was material or not. It 
should also shew that there was reasonable ground for 
expecting that he would be forthcoming at the next assizes. 
In TTie King v. UEon (i), the Court refused to put off a 
trial on affidavit of the absence of material witnesses, in- 
asmuch as the witnesses were foreigners and never Ukely to 
return to England. [Alderson^ B. — Sufficient is stated to 
induce us to think that the plaintifls did all in their power 
to go down to trial. If it could be shewn that a party was 

{a) 1 H. Bl. 637. (6) 1 W. Bl. 510. 

VOL. VIL P D. & L. 
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1849. never likely to be able to go to trial, the peremptory undcr- 

^^]^^^;^ taking would not be enlarged. 

Union 
Railway Co. . /. , i « j 

r. Crouch^ m support of the rule, was not cailed upon. 



Symonds. 



Per Curiam (a). 

Rule absolute. 

(a) PoUock, C. B., Parke, B., Aldersm, B., and Roffe, B. 



Baodelet v. Denton. 



(Coram Rolfsy JS., sittinff ahne.) 

The plaintiff JwAaNISTY had obtained a rule, calling upon the de- 
rccovercd from fcndant to shcw cause why a writ of prohibition, issued out 
Inl^Coum*"' ^^ ^^^ Court of Chancery, on the common law side thereof. 
Court certain directed to the Judge of the Whitechapel County Court of 

arrears due on . , , . , 

a paving rate, Middlesex, whereby he was prohibited from carrying into 
prohibitioii^ cxccution a judgment given between the above parties, in 
was subse- ^^ g^ij Court, should not be set aside, with costs. 

qucntlj 00- 

tainedooan The plaintiff, who was clerk to the Commissioners of 

plication at Paving, &c., appointed under the 11 Geo. 3, c. 15, and 
Office*^"/ the^ ^^ ^^^' ^* ^* xxix., had brought a plaint against the defend- 
Court of Chan- ant, in the Whitechapel County Court, for the recovery of 

eery* M ne 

plaintiff had 12/. 10^., being the amount of rates duly assessed by virtue 

not caused the o ,\ 'i.* ^ t* • •ii^i** 

name and ad- ^f ^he said acts m respect of premises occupied by him m 
at'toraf *Jobc ^^g^ Street, Whitechapel, and within the jurisdiction of 

inserted in the 

book kept for that purpose at the Petty Bag Office, pursuant to the 12 & 13 Vict c. 109, 

s. 44. 

Held, first, that a rule to set aside the above writ, was a ** proceeding ** within the 12 & 13 Vict 
c. 109, s. 39, which one of the superior Courts of common law at Westminster had therefore 
jurisdiction to hear and determine. 

Secondly, that the insertion of the name and address of the attorney was not a condition 
precedent to the obtaining such a rule. 

And thirdly, that a paving rate was not an incorporeal hereditament, and might be sued for 
in a County Court 
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the commissioners. The cause was hcanl before the Judge 
of the County Court on the 31st of May, 1849, when it 
was objected that he had no jurisdiction to hear the plaint, 
the subject-matter being a claim in respect of an incorporeal 
hereditament within the 8 & 9 Vict c. 95, s. 58. Itwas 
also objected that the premises were not within the jurisdic- 
tion of the commissioners, but the proof of this failed. The 
learned Judge proceeded to hear the case, and directed 
that judgment should be entered for the plaintiff for the 
amount claimed. On the 19th of July, on an affidavit 
filed at the Petty Bag Ofiice, a writ of prohibition was 
obtained by the defendant ex parte. The writ alleged as 
a ground of prohibition, that the liability of the defendant 
to be rated to the said rates, and the right and title of the 
commissioners to the rates in respect of the premises, are 
and were in question, &c On the 5 th of November, a 
motion was made to the Master of the Rolls for a super- 
sedeas of the writ of prohibition. His Lordship, however, 
refiised to interfere, but adjourned the matter, to enable the 
plaintiff to apply to one of the superior Courts of common 
law, under the 12 & 13 Vict c. 109, s. 39 (a). 
Neither the name and address of the plaintiff, nor those 
(a) Sect. 39 enacts, " that in either of them, and also to trans- 



every action, suit, and proceeding 
now pending or which at any 
time hereafter shall be com- 
menced or pending in the said 
Court of Chancery on the com- 
mon law side thereof, it shall be 
lawful for the superior Courts of 
conunon law, and the Judges 
thereof respectively, and they are 
hereby respectively required, to 
hear and determine all such mat- 
ters or applications arising in or 
incident to any such action, suit, 
or proceeding as aforesaid, as 
before the passing of this act 
might have been heard and de- 
termined by the Lord Chancellor 
and the Master of the Rolls, or 



act, do, and perform all such 
business, matters, and things in, 
about, touching, or concerning 
any action, suit, or proceeding 
on the common law side of the 
said Court of Chancery as by 
virtue of any orders or regulations 
for the time being in force by 
virtue of this act may be trans- 
acted, done, or performed by 
such Judge; subject nevertheless 
and according to the provisions 
of this act, and the laws, rules 
and regulations for the time being 
in force for the regulation of the 
said Court and the practice and 
proceedings thereof.' 



1849. 



Baddblby 

V, 

Denton. 
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1849. of his attomejy bad been entered in tbe book kept in the 
^7^^;;^ Petty Bag Office, pursuant to the 12 & 13 Vict c 109, 
8. 44 (a). 



V, 

Dei*ton. 



Taumsend shewed cause. First, the 11 & 12 Vict, c 109, 
s. 39, is inapplicable to the present case. The word ** pro- 
ceedings," in that section, must be limited to some pro- 
ceeding of a like nature with " actions and suits ;" but a 
prohibition is a remedy of a peculiar nature, and entirely 
distinct [^Rolfcy B. — I think the jurisdiction conferred by 
the 39th section was intended to apply to a case like the 
present] Secondly, by the 44th section every person, party 
to any action, suit, &c., is required, before he takes any 
fresh step in any such action, to have either his own name, 
or if he appears by attorney, then his attorney's name, 
entered in a book to be kept for that purpose at the Petty 
Bag Office. Here a fresh step has been taken by making 
the present application, and yet the applicant has not com- 
plied with the preliminary provisions. [Bolfey B. — That 
objection cannot prevail. The omission to have the name 
inserted in the book may be a ground for an application to 
stay proceedings, but it is not a condition precedent] 
Thirdly, the case was not within the jurisdiction of the 
County Court By the 58th section of the County Courts' 



(a) Sect 44 enacts, " that every 
person, party to any action, suit, 
or proceeding now pending in the 
said Court of Chancery on the 
common law side thereof, shall, 
before taking any fresh step in or 
about any such action, suit, or 
proceeding, cause to be entered 
in a book to be kept in the said 
Petty Bag Office, if he intends 
to act in person and not by at- 
torney therein, bis own name and 
address, and if he intends to act 
by attorney and not in person, 
then the name and address of his 
attorney ; and if any such person 



or attorney resides more than 
three miles from the said office, 
some place within that distance 
shall be mentioned and entered 
in tbe said book, at or to which 
pleadings, notices, and other pro- 
ceedings may be left or sent for 
such person or his attorney; and 
every attorney shall, before he 
acts as the attorney of any person 
in the said Court, cause to be 
entered in such book as aforesaid 
his name and also his address, 
or some place at or to which 
pleadings, notices, or other pro- 
ceedings mny be left for him.'' 
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Act, the jurisdiction of the Judge is taken away in all 1849. 
actions in which " the title to anj corporeal or incorporeal baddrlfy 

hereditaments" is in question. That section must be taken ^ ^ 

^ Dbnton. 

in connexion with the 122nd section. A claim to a paving 
rate is, it is submitted, an interest in land, and so is removed 
from the cognizance of the County Court [Rolfe^ B. — 
Surely you cannot call it an ** hereditament ?"] The com- 
missioners may hold them in perpetuity ; In re Knight (a). 

Manisty, in support of the rule, was not called upon. 

RoLFE, 6. — There is no ground for calling this an ^* in- 
corporeal hereditament." In the County Court, rent may 
be sued for ; and if so, a fortiori, a demand for money due 
on a rate, like the present, may be recovered there. The 
rule, therefore, must be made absolute. 

Rule absolute. 

la) 1 Ezch. 802. 



SuARROD V. The London and North Western Rail- 
way Company. 

Trespass for running over and killing certain sheep, Trespass will 
the property of the plaintiff. a^railway com- 

Plea, not guilty. V^rJ<^ 

The cause came on for trial before Rolfsy B., at the servant, who, 

, • . . whilst in the 

Stafford Summer Assizes, 1848, when it appeared upon the performance 
evidence that some sheep belonging to the plaintiff had, SriTi^aiolJL 
through the defective chllracter of the fences, strayed on the ™o*»^« engine, 

^^^ '' runs over tho 

sheep upon the railway. plaintiflTa 

If the plaintiff had a riffht to have his sheep there, or if they were not wrongfully there, and 
the injury was occasioned by tho want of skill or care on the part of the company's servant, or 
in consequence of their order to drive at a certain speed, an action on the case, and not 
trespass, is the proper remedy. 
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1849. line of the defendants' railway and been run over and killed 

Sharrod ^y * ^^^^^ drawn by a locomotive engine, under the charge 

, »• of the defendants' servant, who had been ordered to travel 

and North at a certain rate per hour. The period at which the acci- 

Railway^Co. ^®°^ occurred was about the dusk of evening; and it was 

contended, that by travelling at the rate ordered at such a 

time, it became impossible for the driver to discover the 

presence of the sheep in sufficient time to avoid inflicting 

the injury. It was objected on the part of the defendants, 

that case, and not trespass, was the proper form of action. 

The verdict was taken by consent for the plaintiff, with leave 

to the defendants to move to enter a nonsuit, if the Court 

should be of opinion that trespass would not lie. 

A rule having been accordingly obtained, 

Talfourdy Scrjt, and Whitmore shewed cause (a). Where 
an injury is the immediate consequence of the act of the 
defendant, trespass is the remedy. Here the injury was 
occasioned by the act of the servant in obeying the direc- 
tions of the company. No doubt, where the injury com- 
plained of is occasioned by the misconduct of the servant, 
in the absence of the master and without his authority, 
case is the proper remedy ; M^Manus v. Crickett (A). In 
the present instance, however, the accident was produced 
by the direct orders of the company; and they must be 
considered to have been present and directing the speed of 
the engine at the time of the injury complained o£ In 
Gregory v. Piyer (c), Bayley^ J., says, " The only question 
IS, whether the trespass was the act of the master. The 
master desired the servant to lay down the rubbish so as not 
to let it touch or lean against the wall of the plaintiff. But 
if in execution of the order it was the necessary or the 
natural consequence of the act ordered to be done that the 
rubbish should go against the wall, the master is answerable 
in trespass." If a person were to direct his servant to drive 



(a) In last Hilary Vacation. (c) 9 B. & C. 591, 3. 

(b) 1 East, 106. 
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his carriage or engine at a speed at which stoppage was 
impossible, he must be liable for an accident inevitably 
resulting from his order, the same as if he directly caused 
it 

Crodson and JSuddleston, in support of the rule. Trespass 
will not lie in this case. The distinction between the two 
forms of action is thus clearly laid down in Bac. Abr. tit Tresp. 
(A) 645, 7th ed. 2 " The difficulty which has arisen in apply- 
ing this distinction as to trespass and case, has been chiefly in 
actions for injuries done in driving carriages and navigating 
vessels. If the carriage or the vessel is to be considered as 
a mere passive instrument, not less subservient to the person 
directing it than a gun or a stick held in his hand, it would 
follow that all immediate injuries received from its contact 
while under an individual's direction, whether arising from 
accident, negligence, or wilfulness, are as much trespasses 
committed by him as a wound from hb gun or a blow from 
his stick ; and it is in this light that such injuries appear to 
have been regarded by Lord EUenborough and the Court of 
King's Bench in several cases. On the other hand, some 
other decisions seem to ascribe something of independent 
agency to a vessel under sail and a carriage drawn by 
horses; and it has been held that an injury received from 
their contact, if accidental and not wilful, does not amount 
to an immediate trespass, but only to a case of consequential 
damage." The same rule applies in this case as if defend- 
ants' servant had been driving an ordinary coach along the 
road* No doubt, if the company sent a locomotive engine 
down an incUned plane without a guide, then it would be 
a mere passive instrument, and trespass might lie against 
the company in the event of any injury occurring. But if 
there is a guide, the case is different [Parke^ B., referred 
to Maund v. The Monmouthshire^ ^c. Canal Company (a).] 



1849. 



SUARBOO 

9. 
Ix)NDON 

and North 

Western 

Railway Ca 



Cur. adv, vuU. 
(a) 2 Dowl. 113,N. S. ; S. C. 4 M. & G. 452. 
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1849. The judgment of the Court was now (a) delivered by 

SiiARBou Parke, B. — We are of opinion in this case that an action 

^' of trespass will not lie against the company, the defendants. 

and North The immediate act which caused the damage to the 
Railway Co. plainliflTs cattle was the impact of a machine which was 
under the control of a rational agent, the servant of the 
defendants; not so much, indeed, as a horse or carriage 
drawn by horses, or propelled by mechanical power, along 
an ordinary highway would be, — in which cases both the 
direction and the speed of the machine are under govern- 
ment, — but still in such a degree as to make the cases similar, 
for the purpose of deciding the present question. We may 
treat the case, then, as if the damage had been done by an 
ordinary carriage drawn by horses; and it being now 
settled that an action of trespass will lie against a corpora- 
tion, we may consider for the present purpose the defend- 
ants as one natural person, and the carriage under the care 
of his servants. Now the law is well established on the 
one hand, that whenever the injury done to the plaintiff 
results from the immediate force of the defendant himself^ 
whether intentionally or not, the plaintiff may bring an 
action of trespass ; on the other, that if the act be that of 
the servant, and l>e negligent, not wilful, case is the only 
remedy against the mnstcr. The maxim, qui facit per 
alium facit per se, renders the master liable for all the 
negligent acts of the servant in the course of his employ- 
ment ; but that liability does not make the direct act of the 
servant the direct act of the master. Trespass will not lie 
against him ; case will, in effect, for employing a careless 
servant, but not trcsi)ass, unless, as was said by the Court 
in Morley v. Gaisford {b\ the act was done by his command; 
that is, unless either the particular act which constitutes 
the trespass is ordered to be done by the principal, or some 
act which comprises it, or some which leads by a physical 
necessity to the act complained of. The former is the case 

(a) In Michaelmnb Vacation. ijb) 2 U. Bl. 442. 
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when one, as servant, is ordered to enter a close to try a 1849. 
right or otherwise; the latter when such a case occurs as sharrod 
that of Gregory v. Pimr (a), where the rubbish ordered to , •• 

, , . London 

be removed from a natural necessity fell on the plaintiff's and North 
soil But when the act is that of the servant in performing railway Cow 
his duty to his master, the rule of law we consider to be, 
that case is the only remedy against the master, and then 
only is maintainable when that act is negligent or improper; 
and this rule applies to all cases where the carriage or cattle 
of the master is placed in the care and under the manage- 
ment of a servant, a rational agent '^The agent's direct act 
or trespass is not the direct act of the master. Each blow 
of the whip, whether skilful and careful or not, is not the 
blow of the master ; it is the voluntary act of the servant 
Nor can it, we think, be reasonably said, that all the acts 
done in the skilful and careful conduct of the carriage are 
those of the master, for which he is responsible in an action 
of trespass to the same extent as if he had given them him- 
self, because he has impliedly ordered them ; but those that 
were careless and unskilful were not, for he has given no 
order except to use skill and care. 

Our opinion is, that in all cases where a master gives 
the direction and control over a carriage, or animal, or 
chattel to another rational agent, the master is only respon- 
sible in an action on the case for want of skill or care of 
the agent : no more ; consequently, this action cannot be 
supported 

We should observe, that though the master in this case is 
taken to have ordered the driver of the engine to proceed 
at a great speed, it did not follow, as a necessary conse- 
quence, that it would impinge on the plaintiff's cattle; it 
might not have happened if the driver had seen the cattle 
sooner, or if the catde had heard the engine and got out of 
the way. The act, therefore, cannot be treated as a tres- 
pass, on the ground that it was by necessary implication 

(a) 9 B. & C. 691. 
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1849. ordered by the defendants to be done, — ^tbe principle on 

SuARROD which the case of Gregory v. Piper (a) was decided. This 

, ^' is the simple case of an act done by the servant in the 

London * . 

and North course of his employment, not specifically ordered by his 

BiaLWAYCo. master; and though the injury by such an act be direct so 
far as relates to the servant, we have recently, in Gordon v. 
Rolt(b)y held the master not to be responsible in trespass. 

If in the present case the plaintiff's cattle had a right to 
be on the railway, the plaintiff has a remedy by an action 
on the case against the company for causing the engine to 
be driven in such a way as to injure that right; for the 
defendants were bound to see that their carriages did not 
travel at such a speed as to make it impossible to avoid 
other persons, &c who had a lawful right to be there. 

If the cattle were altogether wrong doers, there has been 
no neglect or misconduct for which the defendants are 
responsible. If the cattle had an excuse for being there, 
as if they had escaped through defect of fences which the 
company should have kept up, the cattle were not wrong 
doers, though they had no right to be there; and their 
damage is a consequent damage from the wrong of the de- 
fendants in letting their fences be incomplete or out of 
repair, and may be recovered accordingly in an action on 
the case. 

Rule absolute. 

(a) 9 B. & C. 691. (6) Ante, p. 87 ; S. C. 4 Exch. 365. 
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1849. 



Hancock v. The Earl of Carlisle and Others. 

wwELSBY had obtained a rule nisi for judgment as in 
case of a nonsuit. 

It appeared irom the affidavits that this was a feigned 
issue, brought by the plaintiff against the defendants, who 
were the Inclosure Commissioners for England and Wales, 
under the provisions of the 8 & 9 Vict c. 1 18, s. 56 (a), for the 



(a) The following are the im- 
portant sections of the act. 

Sect 56 enacts, " that if any 
person daiming to be interested 
in any land proposed to be in- 
closed under this act shall be 
dissatisfied with any determina- 
tion of the commissioners or as- 
sistant commissioner concerning 
any claim or interest in or to 
the land proposed to be inclosed 
under the powers hereinbefore 
contained, and shall cause notice 
in writing of such dissatisfaction 
to be delivered to the commis- 
sioners within thirty days next 
after notice of such determination 
shall have been given to the se- 
veral parties or personss pecially 
interested, if any such there be, 
it shall be lawful for such person 
so dissatisfied, and giving such 
notice as aforesaid, to bring an 
action upon a feigned issue against 
the person in whose favour such 
determination shall have been 
made, or against the commis- 
sioners, and to proceed to a trial at 
law at the then next assises," &c., 
"to be holden for the county 
wherein the land relating to which 
such dispute shall arise shall be 
situate ; and the defendant in such 
action shall, upon being served 



with the usual process therein, 
appear thereto, and accept one or 
more issue or issues, whereby such 
claim, and the right and interest 
thereby insisted on, may be tried 
and determined, such issue to be 
settled by the proper officer of 
the Court in which the said action 
shall be commenced, in case the 
parties shall differ about the same ; 
and the verdict given upon the 
trial of such action shall be bind- 
ing and conclusive upon all parties 
thereto, unless the Court wherein 
such action shall be brought shall 
set aside such verdict and order 
a new trial to be had ; and after 
such verdict shall be given, and 
final judgment obtained thereon, 
the commissioners shall act in 
conformity thereto, and allow or 
disallow the claim thereby de- 
termined according to the event 
of such trial ; and the costs at- 
tending any such action shall 
abide the event of the trial.'' 

Sect 57. "That if no such 
notice of dissatisfaction shall be 
given, or if no such action at law 
shall be commenced as aforesaid, 
or if any such action shall be 
commenced, and the plaintiff 
therein shall not proceed to trial 
within the time hereinbefore li- 



The defendant 
18 entitled to 
judgment as 
in case of a 
nonsuit, where 
the plaintiff 
has delayed 
proceeding to 
trial on a 
feigned issue 
under the 
General In- 
closure Act, 
8 & 9 Vict, 
c. 118, 8. 56. 
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1849. 



Hancock 

V. 

Earl of 

Carlisle 

aad Others. 



purpose of trying the title to a right of common over certain 
uninclosed lands in the county of Chester. The issue had 
been delivered in Hilary Vacation, 1849, and notice of trial 
was given for the Spring Assizes, and again for the Summer 
Assizes, but countermanded on both occasions. 

Peacock shewed cause (a). No judgment as in case of 
a nonsuit can be given in the present case. The language 
of the section by which these issues are allowed is similar 
to that employed in the Tithe Commutation Act, 6 & 7 
Wm. 4, c. 71, 8. 46; and it has been decided that in 
issues tried under that act, the statutory judgment as in 
case of a nonsuit cannot be had ; Wick v. Cotton (ft). There 
Wightman^ J., says, *^ This is a case totally different from 
the common case of an action at law, and does not fall 
within the same rules either as to costs, or as to judgment as 
in case of a nonsuit. The defendant," *^ is in no difficulty ; 
but ought to come, if he has any grounds for so doing, with 
a special application to the Court." In the case of Sandys 
v. The Mayor^ $*c., of Beverley {c\ it is true, this Court is 
reported to have granted such a nile ; but, from the language 
of the judgment, it would seem doubtful whether the rule 
was not only made absolute for payment of costs. 

[WeUby referred to a note to TamUnson y. Boughey (d), 
to shew that the rule was in the ordinary printed form, with 
the additional order that the plaintiff should pay the costs]. 

Peacock, The stat 14 Geo. 2, c. 17, s. 1, refers only to 
cases where the Court has the power of extending the time 
for trial Here the Court has no power of extending the 
time, as appears by the 56th section of the Commons' 
Inclosure Act 



mited for that purpose, unless 
the Court for sufficient cause put 
off the trial, then the determina- 
tion of the said commissioners or 
assistant commissioner shall be 
final and conclusive.*' 



(a) Coram Rolfe, B., sittiDg 
alone. 

{b) Ante, vol. 1, pp. 227» 8. 

(c) 12 M. & W. 568 ; S. C, 
ante, vol. 1, p. 641. 

id) 2 C. B. 846, n. (<i). 
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Weldnfy in support of the rule^ was not called upon. 

RoLFB, B. — ^I think that this case must be governed by the 
decision of the Conrt of Exchequer in Sandy i ▼. The Mayor ^ 
SfCf of Beverley. The question whether the 14 Geo. 2, c. 17, 
is applicable to feigned issues under the Inclosure Act, is cer- 
tainly new, and has not yet been determined. The Courts 
have, however, held that it applies to those under the Tithe 
Commutation Act ; and if it does in the latter, it must with 
additional force in the former case. Mr. Peacock has argued 
very ingeniously that it cannot, inasmuch as under the 8 & 9 
Vict. c. 118, s. 56, the Courts have no authority to extend the 
time for holding the trial. If that section, however, be read 
in connection with the 57th, it will be found that they are 
empowered to enlarge it indefinitely, should they deem it 
just. The rule must, therefore, be made absolute. 
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Hancock 

». 
EaeloT 

CAMUflLR 

and Others. 



Rule absolute. 



Hunter v. Wii^son. 

JUARNARII had obtained a rule calling upon the plaintiff In an action 
to shew cause why the judgment signed in this case should amnstacl 
not be set aside. ^^l ^^ * 

bill of ex- 

The action had been brought by the plaintiff, as the in- change, the 
dorsee of a bill of exchange, of which the defendant was the being under 
acceptor. The defendant pleaded that the bill in question ^'^bW, 
had been drawn by one McLean, at the request and for Pj®"?*? ^^** 
the accommodation of the defendant, and without any con- drawn bv one 
sideration or value whatever; and that the bill was indorsed accommoda. 
by the said McLean without any consideration or value defendant 

and without 
consideration, 
and that it was indorsed by M. to the plaintiff without consideration or value given by the 
plaintiff for such indorsement to the defendant or to M., or to any other person whatever. 

The plaintiff having thereupon signed judgment, the Court refused to set the judgment asi<!e, 
the defendant not producing any affidavit of merits. 
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1849. given by the plaintiff for such indorsement to the defend- 
^^J^J^^ ant, or to the said McLean, or to any other person whoin- 
V- soever. Verification. The plaintiff thereupon signed judg- 

ment, on the ground that the defendant, who was under 
terms of pleading issuably, had pleaded a non issuable plea. 
The present rule had been obtained to set aside the judgment, 
without any affidavit of merits. 

fVUles shewed cause. The plea is clearly non issuable. 
It merely states that the bill was drawn for the accommo- 
dation of the defendant, and that the plaintiff gave no 
consideration for the indorsement It is quite consistent 
with the allegations in the plea, that a good consideration 
might have been given for the bill by other parties. \^Parke, 
B. — We cannot say through how many hands the bill may 
have passed.] There is no necessity that value should have 
been given by tiie plaintiff himself. [Rolfe^ B. — The plain- 
tiff may be the executor of some person who gave a good 
consideration for it.] 

Barnard^ in support of the rule. The plea would have 
been held good on general demurrer, and therefore is 
issuable. 

Parke, B. — The plea is clearly bad ; arfd as there is no 
affidavit of merits, the rule must be discharged with costs. 

Pollock, C. B., Alderson, B., and Rolfe, B., concurred 

Rule discharged, with costs. 
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1849. 

WAI.KEB V. Wall. ^^ ^ ' 

A RULE nisi had been obtained to enter a suggestion on It is sufficient 
the roll to deprive the plaintiff of costs under the 9 & 10 ^ndant to 
Vict c. 95, 8. 129. ^'^ 

The action, which was for goods sold, was tried on the cm to the 

. . MtisfiMstioii of 

5th of July, 1849, before the undersheriff of Middlesex, the taperior 
when the plaintiff obtained a verdict for 9£ 10*. 6rf. By SSSw^to" 
the particulars of demand it appeared that some of the ^^^ * »^- 
articles had been furnished in the months of July and roll to do- 
August, 1848. The affidavit omitted to state the period piJUntiff of 
at which the action accrued, but alleged that the defendant JJfJ^^ 
and plaintiff both resided within the jurisdiction of the Vkt c. 96, 

/i^ no ,,,n. •• 129(a). 

County Court of Surrey, and that the cause of action arose 
wholly or in some material part within the jurisdiction of 
that Court. 

Joyce shewed cause. There are two objections to this 
rule. First, the defendant does not shew any Court in 
which the plaint might have been entered. It is quite 
consistent with the affidavit that the action may have been 
brought before the passing of the 9 & 10 Vict c. 95, and, 
therefore, before any district County Court had been estab- 
lished; for it omits to mention that any district County 
Court existed t>efore the cause of action arose, or the action 
itself was commenced. The affidavit merely states that he 
resided within the jurisdiction of the County Court of 
Surrey. That may mean the ancient Court, whose juris- 
diction is, for some purposes, still preserved by the 4th 
section (&). An indictment for perjury could not be sus- 

(a) See however Kirby v. Hick' menced in the County Court of 

son, 1 L. M. & P. 364 ; and Room any county before the time when 

V. Cottam, Ibid. 729. any Court shall be holden under 

(6) Sect. 4 enacts, " that for this act in such county may be 
all purposes, except those which continued, executed, and enforced 
shall be within the jurisdiction against all persons liable there- 
of the Courts holden under this unto, in the same manner as if 
act, the County Court shall be they had been commenced under 
holden as if this act had not been the authority of this act.*' 
passed ; and all proceedings com- 
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1819. taincd on this allegation. It is not stated to be a County 
^^2uiEK Co"rt established under the 9 & 10 Vict c. 95, and to such 
tf. only the provisions of the act apply. 

BarstaWf in support of the rule. The affidavit is sufficient 
if it discloses a reasonable ground for the entry of a sug- 
gestion, which the plaintiff can traverse. The all^ation 
that the cause of action arose within the jurisdiction of the 
County Court of Surrey, within which the defendant re- 
sided, will be taken to mean the County Court as now 
established by the late act, and not the old County Court, 
the jurisdiction of which does not extend beyond 40#., 
whereas the demand in the present case is for 9L The 
particulars of plaintiff's demand shew that one of the items 
occurred in 1848, and, therefore, the action must have been 
brought at a period subsequent to the passing of the County 
Courts' Act. 

Pollock, C. 6. — I am of opinion that this rule should 
be made absolute. It is an application to enter a suggestion 
to deprive the plaintiff of costs, under the 9 & 10 Vict, 
c. 95, s. 129. The affidavit of the defendant states that 
the defendant resided within the jurisdiction of the County 
(yourt of Surrey, but does not state that a district County 
Court has been established. The plaintiff'does not deny 
the fact, on the assumption of which the defendant has 
made this application. The question is, whether the Court 
is satisfied that sufficient ground exists for entering a sug- 
gestion. I am of opinion that there does, and that the rule 
should therefore be absolute. 

Parke, B. — I think that a sufficient prima facie case has 
been made out to entitle the defendant to enter a suggestion. 
The plaintiff may, if he wishes, traverse it 

Alderson, B., and Rolfe, B,, concurred. 

Rule absolute. 
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1849. 



Walker v. Collicr and Another (a). 

1. O an action of assumpsit by the indorsee against the 
drawer of a bill of exchange, the defendant pleaded, 
amongst other pleas, the Statute of Limitations, upon 
which issue was joined. 

At the trial, which took place at the sittings for Middle* 
sex, after last Hilary Term, before Pollock^ C. B., the 
following &cts appeared. A writ of summons, to save the 
Statute of Limitations, was issued on the 17 th of November, 
1847. It was not served upon the defendant, but was 
entered on the roll, and an alias writ issued on the 15th of 
April, 1848. A copy of the latter writ was served upon 
the defendants, and was produced at the trial. It did not 
contain any memorandum stating the day of the date of the 
first writ and return, as required by the 2 Wm. 4, c. 39, 
& 10 (b). The original alias writ was not produced, nor 



In order to 
Ukeacase 
out of the 
operation of 
the Statute of 
Limitations, 
by means of a 
continuing 
writ under 
the 2 Wm. 4, 
a 39, s. 10, it 
must be shewn 
that the in- 
dorsements 
required bj 
the statute 
were on the 
alias writ at 
the time of 
service, and 
were made by 
the sheriff, &c., 
or the plain- 
tifl^&c. 



(a) This case was decided in 
last Trinity Term. 

(b) Which enacts, " that no 
writ issued by authority of this 
act shall be in force for more 
than four calendar months from 
the day of the date thereof, in- 
cluding the day of such date, but 
every writ of summons and capias 
may be continued by alias and 
jduries, as the case may require, 
if any defendant therein named 
may not have been arrested 
thereon or served therewith : 
provided always, that no first 
writ shall be available to prevent 
the operation of any statute 
whereby the time for the com- 
mencement of the action may be 
limited, unless the defendant 
shall be arrested thereon or 
served therewith, or proceedings 

VOL. VII. 



to or toward outlawry shall be 
had thereupon, or unless such 
writ, and every writ (if any) 
issued in continuation of a pre-* 
ceding writ, shall be returned 
non est inventus and entered of 
record within one calendar month 
next after the expiration thereof, 
including the day of such expi- 
ration, and unless every writ 
issued in continuation of a pre^ 
ceding writ shall be issued within 
one such calendar month after 
the expiration of the preceding 
writ, and shall contain a memo- 
randum indorsed thereon or sub- 
scribed thereto, specifying the 
day of the date of the first writ i 
and return to be made in bail- 
able process by the sheriff or 
other oflicer to whom the writ 
shall be directed, or his successor 

Q D. & Ti. 
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1849. was it proved that any memorandum was indorsed on it; 
"Walker ^^^ ^^^ plaintiff put in evidence an examined copy of the 
^ «'• roll made up, which stated the date of the first writ and of 

COLUCK "^ .1 -r 1 J 

and Another, the retum on the 15th of April, 1848. It also stated an 
award on the same day of an alias writ of summons, which 
writ contained ^* a memorandum indorsed on it specifying 
the day of the date of the first mentioned writ," &c. Upon 
this evidence a verdict was directed for the plaintiff, leave 
being reserved to the defendants to move to enter a verdict 
for them on the issue on the plea of the Statute of limi- 
tations. A rule having been accordingly obtained, 

Hawkins shewed cause. It must be admitted that the 
alias writ ought to contain an indorsement of the date 
of the first writ, and of the return, in order to prevent the 
operation of the statute ; Williams v. Williams (a). He 
question is, whether there was not sufficient proof that 
it did contain such indorsemept to warrant the yetdict for 
the plaintiff; and, it is submitted, that there was.' The 
examined copy of the roll was prim& facie evidence that 
the alias writ contained the proper indorsement, and the 
fact that the copy of that writ did not contain it was no 
proof to the contrary. If the defendants relied on the roll 
being incorrectly made up, they might have applied to 
amend it according to the truth; PraU v. Hawkins {b)\ 
Hxggs v. Mortimer (c). 

It is further objected, however, that it should have been 
shewn that the proper memoranda were made upon the 
writ at the time that it issued ; but according to the cases 
of MaxiCT V. Spalding (d), and Cvherwett v. Nugee (e), the 
indorsement, it would appear, may be made afterwards. 

in office, and in process not bail- (6) 15 M. & W. 399. 

able, by the plaintiff or his at- (c) Ante, vol. 6, p. 756 1 S. C. 

tomey suing ont the same, as 1 Exch. 711. 

the case may be.** id) Ante, vol. 1, p. 878. 

(a) 10 M. & W. 174 ; S. C. 2 {e) Ante, vol. 4, p. 30; S. C. 

Dowl. 209, N. S. 15 M. & W. 559* 
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Humfrty and Dawdeswett^ in support of the rule. The 1849. 
roll was no evidence that the requirements of the statute Walkbe 
had been observed as to the indorsement on the writ. The ^ <^* 
plaintiff was bound to produce the original writ and shew and Anothec 
that the necessary indorsements were made upon it, and 
that they were so made at the time it was served. The 
object of the 10th section was to inform the defendant upon 
what fact the plaintiff relied as taking the case out of the 
operation of the statute. [They referred also to Higgi v. 
MoTtbneTm\ 

Pollock, C. B. — ^The question lies in a narrow compass. 
The defendants produced the copy of the writ served 
on them for the purpose of shewing that the writ itself did 
not contain the necessary indorsements. To rebut this 
primi facie presumption, the plaintiff put in evidence a 
copy of the roll : but assuming even that all the facts stated 
in it are true, the roll does not shew that the statute is not 
a bar* The plaintiff, however, may have a new trial upon 
payment of costs, and production of an affidavit that the 
indorsements were upon the writ at the time of service;" ^ 
otherwise the rule must be absolute. 

Aldebson, B. — I am of the same opinion. Even if the 
original writ had been produced, and had contained the 
necessary indorsements, it would not have satisfied me that 
the statute was not a bar ; for I think that it ought to be 
shewn that it contained the indorsements at the time of 
service. The roll, indeed, was produced, and shews that 
the alias writ was indorsed, but does not shew that the 
indorsement was made by the plaintiff or his attorney, and 
it may have been made by a stranger. The act of Parlia- 
ment, in my opinion, requires that the indorsement should 
be upon the writ at the time of service, and be made, in the 
case of non-bailable process, by the plaintiff or his attorney. 

Rolfs, B., concurred. 

Q 2 
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1849. Platt, B. — I do not see why the Legislature has drawn 

\if2C^ a distinction between the parties who are to make the 
^' indorsement in bailable and non-bailable process, — that in 

and Another, the one case it is to be made by the ^eriff, and in the other 
by the plaintiff or his attorney, — since the only object is 
to give the defendant notice that the writ is issued in con- 
tinuation of a former one. However, in the present case, 
it does not appear that the indorsement was made either 
by the sheriff, or by the plaintiff or his attorney. 

Rule accordingly. 



Assumpsit 

Declaration 
on a special 
agreement, 
by whidb the 



Lush v. Russell. 

A SSUMPSIT. The declaration stated a special agree- 
ment between the plaintiff and the defendant for the 
employment of the former by the latter as a journeyman 
defendant pro. baker for the space of four years. It then stated that the 
ceive the ~ defendant, in consideration of the services of the plaintiff 
E^i^ce'^ to be done as thereinbefore expressed, did thereby agree 
and continue that he would receive the plaintiff into his service and 

him therein ... 

for four ^ean, employment, and continue the plaintiff in such service and 
weekfj vnges, ^i^ploy for the term of four years ; and also that he would, 

and, in adoi. 
tion, to pay* 
him dunng 
each year cer- 
tain sums. 
Breach, that 
the defendant 
did not con- 
tinue him in 
his service for 



during the said term, pay the plaintiff the weekly wages of 
IL Is,, and three quarterns and a half of bread per week ; 
and also that he would pay the plaintiff in addition to the 
said weekly wages, during the second year of the said term, 
l5Ly and during the third and fourth years, the yearly sum 
of 2021 It then averred mutual promises, and that the 
dismissed him plaintiff entered upon the employ and continued in the 

phSSon^of that ^"^® ^^^ P^**^ ^^ ^^^ ^^^ ^^"^ ^^ ^'^^^ jears, until, &c. 
time ; that « Yet the defendant did not," " continue the plaintiff in 

he did not 

pay him the 

weekly wages ; and did not pay him in addition the sums of money, &c. General demurrer 

as to the second and third breaches, and joinder in demurrer. Hdd, that upon this record, 

the second and third breaches which were confessedly bad, could not be rejected as surplusage ; 

and that the judgment must be for the defendant. 
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his employ for the said term," &c., "but on tlie contrary 11^49. 

thereof, during the said term," &c., " and before the expi- njs^^ 

ration thereof, to wit, on," &&, ^* refused to suffer the „ *'• 

plaintiff to continne in his employ for the remidnder of 

the said term," &c., ^* and then wrongfully dismissed and 

discharged the plaintiff therefrom, without any reasonable 

or probable cause whatCTen And the plaintiff further in 

&ct says, that the defendant did not nor would pay to the 

plaintiff the said weekly wages, or sum of 1 L ls.y or any 

part thereof and the three quarterns and a half of bread 

per week, or any part thereof, for the remainder of the said 

term, or any part thereof. And did not nor would pay to 

the plaintiff, in addition to the said weekly wages, the said 

sums of money, to wit, the said sums of 1521, 2021, and 20/1, 

so agreed to be paid to the plaintiff in the second, third, 

and fourth years respectively of the said term, and to which 

the plaintiff would have been entitled had he continued in 

the said employ of the defendant during the said full term 

of four years, or any or either of them, or any part of such 

sums respectively, but hath wholly neglected and refused 

so to do ; by means of which said premises the plaintiff 

hath lost and been deprived of all wages, profits, &c. 

General demurrer as to the second and third breaches of 
the said agreement, &c., and joinder. 

BaviUj in support of the demurrer. The second and 
third breaches are bad. The wages and sums of money 
were payable only in the event of the plaintiff's continuing 
in the service of the defendant. [He was then stopped by 
the Court, who called on] 

Montague Smithy contra. It may be conceded that these 
breaches are bad; but the first breach being good, the 
others may be treated as surplusage. The defendant has 
not demurred specially, and, therefore, the Court under 
the 4 Ann. c. 16, s. 1, will give judgment " according to 
the very right of the cause." 
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1849. BomUf in reply. The plaintiff has accepted an issue 

^~l^^^^ upon the question of law whether these breaches are 
V* sufficient or not ; and it is too late now to treat them as 

surplusage. If he relied on this ground, he should have 
taken out a summons before a Judge at Chambers to strike 
them out of the declaration, and not have accepted the 
defendant's tender of an issue as to their sufficiency. The 
effect of not demurring specially is to admit that these 
averments are breaches. 

Parke, B. — ^I think that upon this record we are bound 
to treat these averments as breaches, and as it is admitted 
that they are bad as breaches, judgment must be given for 
the defendant The proper course was for the plaintiff to 
have applied to a Judge at Chambers for liberty to strike 
out these averments as surplusage; and if the learned 
Judge had refused to do so, the party dissatisfied with his 
decision might have come to the Court by way of appeal 
firom it But by demurring generally, and joining in 
demurrer, both parties must be taken to have considered 
them as distinct breaches; and being bad breaches, the 
plaintiff is not entitled to judgment for contingent damages 
upon them. He may, however, if he succeeds, be entitled 
to judgment upon the finst breach; but he must pay the 
costs of this demurrer. 

Per Curiam (a). 

Judgment for the Defendant 

(a) Parke, B., Alderson, B., Ro^e, B., and Piatt, B. 
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1849. 

Dearie v, KER(a). 

J. HIS was a rule, calling upon the defendant to shew a writ of 
cause why the writ of audita querela issued in this case, foundeJmon ' 
the allowance thereof, the supersedeas, and all subsequent * release, 

^ ^ *■ must be movecl 

proceedings, should not be set aside. for in open 

(Vmrt and 

It appeared that the writ of audita querela suggested for uponaflBdavit. 
ground a release to the defendant of the cause of action 
for a valuable consideration. The writ had been obtained 
in open Court upon motion, but without a£Sdavit of the 
&cts, or production of the release. 

Hurbtone shewed cause. The writ of audita querela 
issues as a matter of right, and it is not necessary that 
there should be any affidavit in support of it In Nathan 
V. Giks (b) it was objected, that the granting the writ was 
in the discretion of the Court, but in the report of that 
case it is sdid, ** all the Court now, and repeatedly in the 
course of the" ** arguments, held that a writ of audita 
querela need not be moved for, but was a proceeding of 
common right and ex debito justitiss." [Alderson, B. — 
There is no decision of the Court to that effect It is a 
mere obiter dictum.] By a rule of the Court of King's 
Bench, 9 Jac. 1, the writ must be moved for in open Court, 
but there is no such rule in this Court The case of 
Torrey v. Adey (c) shews, that before that rule, no affidavit 
was necessary in order to obtain the writ. [Rolfsy B. — 
The rule of the King's Bench was merely declaratory of 
the law. [AldersoHy B. — That rule requires that the writ 
shall be moved for ^* in open Court" That must mean 
that the Court is to be satisfied upon the matter; and 
how can the Court be satisfied, except upon proof before 
them ? It would be productive of great inconvenience if 
a different rule were to obtain in the different Courts.] 

(a) This case was decided in 1 Marsh. 226. 
last Trinity Term. (c) 1 Bulstr. 140. 

(6) 6 Taunt 559, 571; S. C. 
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1849. 



Dearie 

V, 

Keb. 



The following authorities were also referred to in the 
course of the argument ; Vin, Abr, tit " Auditd Quereld,^ 
(D) 60 ; 2 Wins. Saund. 148, in notis, 6th eA ; Lamptm v. 
Coainffwood(a); MarkhamY. Turner (b); Peters v. White (c); 
and Scrivin v. Wright (rf). 



T. Jonesy in support of the rule, was not called upon. 



Per Curiam (e). 



(a) 4 Mod. 314; S. C. 1 Salk. 
262; I Ld. Raym. 27; Carth. 
282. 

{b) Yelv. 155. 



Rule absolute. 

(c) 2 Show. 238. 
{d) 2 Bulstr. 10. 
(e) Pollock, C. B., AldersoH, B., 
Roff^e, B., and PUUt, B. 



Sturge and Another v, Raiin and Others. 

A declantion AsSUMPSIT. The declaration stated, that before and 

on a policy of . . _ ,. . . 

insurance At the time of the making of the policy of insurance 

pUiintiftl*by ^ thereinafter mentioned, the defendants carried on business 

certain per- gg insurers of ships, ffoods, &c., under the name of the 

sons, using . . 

and carrying General Maritime Assurance Company; and that there- 

on business. « « . • >»* i • • i • 

and in the upon " the piaintins, by certain persons using and carrying 

na^uiTfe- ^" business, and in the said policy of insurance designated 

scribed by the and described by the names, style, and firm of Dewar and 

names, style, ... 

and firm of Culliford, the agents of the plaintiffs in that behalf" here- 

Dewar and 

Culliford, the 
agents of the 
plaintiflb in 



tofore, to wit, on, &c., caused to be made with the defend- 
ants a certain policy of insurance, with certain blank spaces 
therein, and purporting "that the said persons so usin^ 



that behalf 

made with the &iid in the said policy designated and described by the said 
^iSS^icy names, style, and firm of Dewar and Culliford as agents, 
of insurance, as ^yell in their own names as for others, to whom the same 

purporting 

that the said should appertain, did make assurance," &c. It then set out 

persons so 
using, and in 

the said policy designated and described by the said names, style, and firm of Dewar and Culli- 
ford as agents, as well in their own names as for others, to whom the same should appertain, did 
make assurance, &c. Held bad on special demurrer, for omitting either to state tne Chrisdan 
names of the persons mentioned, or to allege some excuse for the omission. 
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the policy of insurance upon the plaintiff's ship, and averred 
a lo08 by stranding of the vessel, and stated as a breach the 
non-payment of the loss. 

Special demurrer, on the ground, amongst others, that 
the Christian names of the persons described as Dewar 
and Culliford should have been set forth, or some excuse 
have been given for the omission to do so. 



1849. 



Sturoe 
and Anotlier 

V, 

Rahn 
and Others. 



Montague Smith in support of the demurrer. The rule 
of pleading is clear that the Christian and surnames of 
persons must be accurately set forth ; and applies not 
only to the case of a plaintiff and defendant, but ** to 
persons not parties to the suit, of whom mention is made 
in the pleading ; Stephen an Pleading^ p. 330, 4th ed« Ball 
V. Gordon {a), and Kinnersley v. Knott {b\ are authorities 
to the same efiect(c). In Gatty v. Field (d) it was held, 
that the omission of the Christian names of persons, where 
the omission occurred not in describing a written instru- 
ment, but in stating a transaction between the parties on 
which the action was brought, was a good ground of 
demurrer. In Tigar v. Gordon (e\ the same rule was 
recognised and upheld; although there the description 
being of a written instrument, was held suflBcient 



Bomllj contr&. This is an action on a policy of insurance, 
and the persons are described by the name they bear in 
the policy. The present, therefore, comes within that class 
of cases which decide that in actions on bills of exchange, 
&c, it is suflBcient to describe a party by the name appearing 
on the bilL In Gatty v. Fields the description was used 
not with respect to the written instrument, but to a totally 
different transaction. [^Parke, B. — That case is in point. 



(fl) 9 M. & W. 345 ; S. C. 1 
Dowl. 656, N. S. See also fViU 
Uams V. Miles, ante, vol. 6, p. 433. 

(6) Ante, p. 128 ; S. C. 7 C B. 
980. 

(e) See Phillips and Another 



V. Swrridge, 1 L., M. & P. 458. 
Kingsford v. Button, id. 479* 

((0 9 Q. B. 431. 

(e) 9 M. & W. 347 ; S. C. 1 
Dowl. 892, N. S. 
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for here the statemeDt is right with regard to the description 
of the instrumenty but wrong in omitting the Christian 
names when describing an independent transaction. The 
plaintiflb had better amend.] 

Per Curiam. — The plaintifis may have leave to amend 
within a month ; otherwise there must be judgment for the 
defendants. 

Rule accordingly. 



Where a rale 
msi is obtamed 
for a new trial, 
imloss the 
plaintiff wiU 
consent to 
reduce the 
amount of the 
▼erdict, and 
the plaintiff 
does consent, 
and the rule 
by agree- 
ment of the 
parties is dis- 
charged, each 
party must 
pay nis own 
costs of the 
rule. 



Thompson and Another v. Bailey and Others (a). 

JL HE defendant obtained a rule nisi to set aside the 
verdict which had been entered for the plaintiff and for 
a new trial ; or to enter a verdict for the defendant upon 
the issues raised upon two of the pleas, unless the plaintiff 
would consent to reduce the amount of the verdict. The 
plaintiff having agreed to the reduction of the damages, 
the rule by consent was to be discharged. The parties 
now sought the direction of the Court as to whether the 
rule should be discharged, with or without costs. 

Sk jP. Kelly for the plaintiff. 

Sir F. Thesiffer for the defendants. 

Per Curiam (b). The Master informs us, that where 
a rule for a new trial is discharged upon the plaintiff's 
consenting to reduce the amount of the verdict, the practice 
is for each party to pay his own costs, and the form of the 
rule always is, that the rule be discharged without costs. 



Rule discharged, without costs. 

(a) This case was decided in last Trinity Term. 

(6) PoUoek, C. B., Alderson, B., Ro^e, B., and Piatt, B. 
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1849. 

BUBNESS V. GUIRANOVICH. 

J. HE defendaDt in this case having been arrested upon MTbere a 

a capias, applied to the learned Judge who had granted the op^on'tUt 

order upon which the writ was issued, upon affidavits ^iJ^^Sj. 

shewing that the plaintiff, in obtaining the order, had fendanttobaii 

concealed several important £acts. The learned Judge haYebeen 

thereupon made the following order : — " I order that my JJoper coarse 

order to hold the defendant to bail, dated,*' &c, " and all » "^,{;> ^ 

' ' ' ande the order, 

subsequent proceedings, be set aside, and that the defendant tmt simply to 
be discharged out of the custody of the sheriff,'' &c. defendaat out 



ofcnttodjr. 



Lush having obtained a rule calling on the defendant to 
shew cause why so much of the latter order as set a»de. the 
fiMtmer one, should not be rescinded^ 

Needham shewed cause. The learned Judge, who had 
all the facts of the case before him, was of opinion that his 
former order ought to be set aside ; and this Court will not 
review his decision. [Parhey B. — The proper course, if 
the Judge thinks that the order to hold to bail ought 
not to have been made, is to direct the defendant to be 
dischaiged out of custody, and not to set aside the order ; 
as this latter course renders both the plaintiff and the 
sheriff liable for trespass. The 1 & 2 Vict c 110, s. 6, 
says nothing about setting aside the order.] If the order 
has been obtained by fraud, the defendant ought not to be 
deprived of the power of bringing an action. [Parke, B. — 
He may still bring an action in such a case, although the 
order is not set aside. Alderson, B. — What power has the 
Judge to revoke the order after it is once made? Is there 
any authority that he can do so ?] By virtue of his general 
jurisdiction he may set aside his own order, quia improvide 
emanavit 

Lush, in support of the rule. 
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1849. Per Curiam (a). — The proper course was to order simply 

BURNE88 ^^^ ^^^ defendant should be discharged out of custody. 
^' The rule must therefore be absolute. 

OUIBANOYICU. 

Rule absolute. 



(c) PoUoek, C. B., Parke, B., Alderstm, B., and Piatt, B. 



The Attorney General v, Shillibeeb. 

On an in- M. HIS was a rule calling upon the Attorney General to 

^^Sw'under ^hew cause why the bill of costs of the Crown in the above 
Sf ^ ? ^ i«A cause should not be referred back to her Majesty's Remem- 

Wm. 4, c. i4\}, " 

the second brancer, to be further reviewed by him. 
charged the An information, it appeared, had been filed against the 

twen^^naJr defendant, who was a licensed postmaster, at the suit of the 
^Mof^OL Crown, to recover penalties, under the 2 & 3 Wm. 4, c. 120. 
Crown ob- The second count charged the defendant with having in- 
fer one penalty curred twenty penalties of 20L each, under the 74th section, 
ti^^^e ^o^ ^y omitting to insert in the Stamp OflSce weekly account 
wat entitled certain particulars applicable to his letting horses for hire; 

to toe costs « 

in respect of and the sixth count was for a penalty of SOL, under the 
only.^Md not ^^^^ section, for returning a false account At the trial, 
of the other which took place before Pollock. C. B., at the sittings after 

nineteen, upon ^ ^ » o 

which the de- Easter Term, 1849, the evidence on the part of the Crown, 

fendant had • 4« , ., <, • 

obtained a in support of the second count, proved an incorrect entry, 
^^M also which subjected the defendant to a penalty of 20t under 
that the Crown the 74th section. The defendant thereupon admitted that 
to the ordinary there were nineteen other such entries, but contended that 
tween party ^^ ^^^ acted under a mistake. The jury found a verdict 
Sth '^^tb ^^^ ^^^ penalty of 20£ for the Crown on the second count, 
solicitor of In- and they also found for a penalty of 50L for the Crown on 
who conducted the sixth couut. At the taxation, the Queen's Remem- 
tkm^wumdd brancer allowed the solicitor of Inland Revenue, who had 
by a fixed conducted the case, costs as between party and party ; and 
also the costs of certain witnesses in support of the second 
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count. Other than and in addition to those who proved the 1849. 
penalty upon which the verdict upon the second count was xtt^bnby 
obtained. The defendant protested against this course General 
being adopted on two grounds ; first, that the solicitor of Shilubsuu 
Inland Revenue, bemg paid by a fixed salary, was not 
entided to any costs except those out of pocket; and, 
secondly, that the costs of such witnesses only should have 
been allowed as were called to prove the penalty in the 
second count, upon which the verdict was obtained. The 
defendant afterwards obtained an order of Aldersan, B., that 
the Remembrancer should review his taxation, and tax the 
costs of such witnesses only as were called to prove those 
parts of the second and sixth counts on which the verdict 
was obtained ; and the other objection was referred to the 
Court The Remembrancer having re-taxed the costs, and 
allowed the costs of the same witnesses as before, the de- 
fendant obtained the present rule for a further reviewal; 
against which 

TTie Attorney General and J. Wilde shewed cause. First, 
it is submitted that the solicitor of Inland Revenue is en- 
titled to the same costs as an ordinary solicitor in a case 
between party and party. It is true he is paid by a fixed 
salary; but that no more disentitles him to costs than 
would an agreement by an attorney to conduct a suit for a 
certain sum prevent the latter from obtaining costs in the 
event of success. By the 2 & 3 Wm. 4, c. 120, s. 101, it is 
enacted, that in all actions, informations, &c. for penalties 
recoverable under the act, ** it shall be lawful for his Ma- 
jesty, or any other person legally entitled to sue or prosecute 
for the same, to have and recover such duties, debts, and 
penalties, with full costs of suit, and all other reasonable 
charges and expenses." Similar provisions are to be found 
in the 53 Geo. 3, c. 108, s. 23, and the 4 Geo. 4, c. 62, 
s. 42. The words ** full costs of suit" can scarcely be held 
to be limited to the mere expenses incurred, even if they 
were not accompanied, as they are, by the words ''all other 
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Attorney 
General 

o. 
Shillibbsr. 



reasonable charges and expenses." [They referred also to 
33 Hen. 8, c 39, s. 54 ; Manning's Exch. Pract. 229 ; and 
5 & 6 Vict c. 86.] 

Secondly, the Crown having obtained a verdict on the 
second count, is entitled to the costs of all the witnesses 
whose evidence applied to it. Under the old practice, a 
plaintiff who succeeded in proving part of a count was 
entitled to the costs of the whole count ; and the new rules, 
which have altered the practice in that respect, do not 
apply to informations at the suit of the Crown. [They 
referred to Rautledge v. Abbott (a).] 



Lushy in support of the rule. With regard to the second 
point, the Crown is entitled only to the costs of such wit- 
nesses as were called to prove the penalty on which the 
verdict was obtained. [Parhe^ B. — ^We are aD of opinion 
that the Crown is entitled to the costs^of the one penalty 
only on which it has succeeded, and not of the other nine- 
teen on which the defendant has the verdict The case, 
therefore, must be referred back to the Remembrancer to 
consider how many witnesses were applicable to that par* 
ticular penalty; unless Mr. Lmh can satisfy us that the 
Crown, having entered into this contract with its solicitor, 
is not entitled to any costs at all] 

The right to the costs is the right of the client, and not 
of the solicitor; and if the client is not liable to the solicitor 
for the costs, the opposite party is not liable to the client 
Where a maitied Woman defends and pleads coverture, as 
she cannot contract with an attorney to pay him costs, she 
is only entided to her costs out of pocket ; Findley ▼. Far- 
quharson (6). Here, it is submitted the Crown is only 
entitled to the costs out of pocket It is impossible to say 
what portion of the salary is payable in respect of this 
particular matter, and the Crown and its solicitor, in 



(a) S A. & E. 592; S. C. 3 N. & P. 660. 

(b) Ante, vol. 4, p. 186 ; S. C. 3 C. B. 347* 
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making such an agreement, must abide the loss. It is the 
same as if a private party were to contract with his solicitor 
to conduct his business for a yearly salary ; he could not, 
in the event of succeeding in any particular suit, be entitled 
to all his costa 

Cur. adv. vuli. 



1849. 



Attorney 
Genbbal 

V. 
Sfm-LUSEB. 



Pabke, B., delivered the judgment of the Court (a). — 
The Court gave an opinion upon a part of this case, 
referring it back to the Master to tax the costs; but an 
objection was made, that the Crown could not, under 
the 2 & 3 Wm. 4, c. 120, s. 101, chaige the ordinary costs 
against the subject, because the Crown employed the 
solicitor of excise at an annual salary, and did not incur 
any expenditure in matters depending in the particular 
suit. We took time to consider the matter, and are clearly 
of opinion that the aigument ought not to prevail, and that 
the Crown is entitled to full costs of suit. 

The statute gives ^' full costs of suit,'' and that means the 
ordinary costs of suit as between subject and subject, — such 
as are taxed on the usual scale. We think that the 
meaning of the statute was to give the Crown solicitor 
the same fees. 

On the part of the Crown it was argued, that any agree- 
ment which it chooses to make for the benefit of the public, 
— as this agreement that the solicitor shall only receive an 
annual stipend, obviously is, — cannot affect the defendant, 
who must pay the ordinary fees. It is perfectly clear, that the 
Crown incurred expenses about this suit, and that, unless 
the Crown is compensated by payment of the ordinary 
costs, there would be no mode of compensation ; because it 
is impossible to say what proportion the expense of con- 
ducting this particular suit would bear to the entire salary 
for the year, until the end of the year, when all the suits are 
known, and when the expense of each can be calculated. 



(a) Parke, B., Aldersom, B., Ro^e, B., and Pkat, B. 
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1849. It was however said, that it is the fault of the Crown in 

having made such a bai]gain with the solicitor, so as to 
be unable to tell how much salary is paid for the costs 
Shillueeb. of a particular suit We think that objection really has no 
weight. The Crown has a solicitor, and makes a perfectly 
fair bargain with him, and one which is very much for the 
benefit of the public ; and, therefore, that ought to make no 
difference in the case. 

We think that the costs of this case are to be taxed on 
the same principle as if the Crown solicitor himself were 
conducting each suit at the expense of the Crown in the 
ordinary way. 

The rule will therefore be discharged with respect to that 
part, and made absolute with respect to the other, namely, 
to calculate the amount of the costs. The Remembrancer 
will have to consider what amount of costs ought to be 
allowed in proving one of the penalties selected by the 
Crown on the second count, and the expenses of all 
witnesses whose evidence bore upon that penalty are to be 
allowed the Crown. With respect to the sixth count, the 
Remembrancer will consider how many witnesses were 
fairly brought forward on the part of the Crown, for the 
purpose of proving the scienter. The expenses of those 
witnesses ought to be allowed. 

Rule accordingly. 
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Medlicott r. Hunter. 

J. HIS was a rule calling upon the defendant to shew tnae liaving 
cause why the plaintiff should not be at liberty to amend on a plea of 
the indorsement on the last pluries writ, by inserting the ^^^f^^^^ 
date of the issuing of the oriirinal writ of summons as the **>« 9*^"^ re* 

^o o fnaed to amend 

20th of August, 1846. an indorsement 

A vrrit of summons was issued in the present action on pl^oHes writ, 
the 20th of August, 1846, which had not been served, but ^i'^^^'jjji^ 
which was returned non est inventus, and entered of record, date the true 
and duly continued by alias and pluries writs down to the original writ 
18th of February, 1848, when the last pluries writ was o^««»»o°«' 
issued, to which the defendant had entered an appearance. 
A declaration was delivered, to which the defendant pleaded 
the Statute of Limitations; upon which issue was joined. 
The indorsement on the pluries writ of the 18th of Febru- 
ary, 1848, under the 2 Wm. 4, c. 39, s. 10, erroneously 
stated the date of the first writ as the 21st, instead of the 
20th of August, 1846. The defendant had obtained a 
rule absolute to amend the issue by inserting the date of 
the 18th of February, 1848, as the commencement of the 
action, which was done accordingly. The present rule 
having been afterwards obtained, 

BoviU shewed cause. The defendant ought not to be 
deprived of his defence under the Statute of Limitations. 
To permit the amendment would be a direct violation of 
the 2 Wm. 4, c. 39. The 10th section of that act provides, 
that *^ no first writ shall be available to prevent the opera- 
tion of any statute whereby the time for the commencement 
of the action may be limited," ** unless every writ issued in 
continuation of a preceding writ shall be issued within one" 
"month" after the expiration of the preceding writ, and 
shall contain a memorandum indorsed thereon or subscribed 
thereto, specifying the day of the date of the first writ.*' 

VOU VII. R D. & L. 
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1849. This indorsement must be made at the period of the service 
^^^^^ ' of the writ Walker v. Collick (a) is a clear authority to 
V' that eflTect Campbell v. Smart {b) shews that the Court 

will not permit an alteration of the dates of writs of sum- 
mons to prevent the operation of the Statute of Limitations. 
[Parkey B., referred to CidverweU v. Nugee (c), as shewing 
that the Court would amend alias and pluries writs by 
indorsing thereon the day of the date of the first writ of 
summons, in order to save the statute.] 

Hugh HiU^ in support of the rule. The plaintiff seeks 
merely to correct an unintentional error, and to render the 
writ conformable with the truth. Campbell v. Smart is 
distinguishable from the present case. There the motion 
was to amend a writ by the substitution of a false for the 
true date, which the Court refused to allow, on the ground 
that it would be contrary to the express object and language 
of the act If the amendment be permitted, the objection 
may still be taken at the trial of the cause ; and therefore 
fValker v. Collick is no authority against the present appli- 
cation. Mavar v. Spalding (d), and Williams v. Williams (e), 
are strong authorities in favour of the application. 

Cur, adv. vult 

The judgment of the Court was aflerwards (/) delivered 

by 

Parke, B. — This was an application to be allowed to 
amend the indorsement on a pluries writ, in order to save 
the Statute of Limitations, by inserting instead of the 21st 
of August, 1846, the date of the 20th of August, 1848, 
being the day on which the original writ had actually 
issued. We are of opinion that we cannot make the alter- 

(a) Ante, p. 225 ; S. C. 4 Exch. an/e, vol. A, p. 30. 

171. See Phillips v. Lewis, 1 L., {d) Ante, vol. 1, p. 878. 

M. & P. 156. (e) 10 M. & W. 476; S. C. 

(6) 5 C. B. 196 ; S. C. a$ite, 2 Dowl. 509, N. S. 

vol. 5, p. 335. (/) In Hilary Vacation, 1850. 

(c) 15 M. & W. 559; S. C. 
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ation asked for. By the terms of the statute it is necessary 1849. 



MXDUCOTT 



that the indorsement should be on the writ at the time 
when it was served ; and we cannot, therefore, even to save „ ^ 

HUNTBR. 

the Statute of Limitations, afterwards make a new indorse- 
ment The rule must be discharged. 

Rule discharged. 



BiGNELL V. Harpur^ Exccutor of John Humphreys, 

deceased. 

IJEBT. The first count of the declaration stated, that in A declaration 

the lifetime of John Humphreys, to wit, on, &&, by an ^n execau>r 

mdenture made by John Humphreys of the first part, ^"j^'j.o'^u 

M. A. T. of the second part, and the plaintifi' of the third charging him 

, , * . it^ his rcpre- 

part, J. H. for himself, his heirs, executors, &c., covenanted senutivo cba- 
with the plaintiff, that he, his heirs, executors, &&, would pay ^bich' stated 
to the plaintiff the sum of 200i, with interest, on the 1 st of ^"J^***^**®" 
June then next Breach: that although in the lifetime of such executor/* 

** Was indebted 

J. EL the 1st of June had elapsed, yet the said sum of 200Z., to the plaintiff 

with interest, had not been paid. intent for'the 

The second count stated, that J. H. in his lifetime was forbearance at 

interest by the 

indebted to the plaintiff in 200/L, for interest for the for- plaintiff to the 

bearance at interest by the plaintiff to J. H. in his lifetime, such executor 

at bis requert of moneys, &c. ^ f"-;^,. 

The third count stated, that the defendant, as such of moneys due 

from the de- 
executor as aforesaid, heretofore, &c., was indebted to the fendant, as 

plaintiff in 200/1, for interest for the forbearance at interest |^ aforesaid, to 

by the plaintiff to the defendant as such executor as afore- ^J^^Q^^f'*' 

smd, at his request, of moneys due from the defendant, as cial demurrer, 

I /• •■! ii>*/«*i>ii *^** ^^® words 

sach executor as aforesaid, to the plaintiff, which last men- •• at his re. 
tioned sum was to be paid by the defendant as such m^sueriaT^and 
executor as aforesaid, to the plaintiff on request. Breach : <^ojild not be 

* ^ rejected; that 

non-payment. they shewed a 

personal con- 
tract on the 
part of the defendant with the plaintiff; and that the count was therefore improperly joined 
with the other counts. 

R 2 



Harpub. 
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1849. Demurrer, and joinder in demurrer. 

BiGNELL 

•• Warren^ in support of the demurrer. The declaration is 

bad. The first and second counts are brought against the 
defendant in his representative character; while the third 
seeks to charge him with a personal liability. There is, 
therefore, a misjoinder. [He was then stopped by the 
Court, who called on,] 

WiUeSj to support the declaration. There has been no 
misjoinder. The assets of a testator may, under certain 
circumstances, be charged with the payment of interest 
which has accrued due since his decease. The case 
resembles those of Ashby v. Ashby (a), and Prior v. Hem" 
brow {b\ in which it was held, that an executor might be 
sued in his representative character for money paid for the 
benefit of his testator subsequently to his death. The 
third count could only be supported by proof of a contract 
with the testator. It may be contended, that the intro- 
duction of the allegation ** at his request,** imports a 
personal liability. That averment, however, is unnecessary, 
and may be rejected. 

[Parhcy B., referred to Comer v. Shew (c), which decided, 
that a count for goods sold to, and work done for, the 
defendant as executor, could not be joined with a count for 
money found to be due on an account stated with him as 
executor.] 

Warren, in reply. The words, " at his request," in the 
third count cannot be treated as immaterial, and be struck 
out, for the count would be rendered bad by their omission. 
In all actions for interest a request must be stated. If that 
allegation be retained the count clearly discloses a personal 

(a) 7 B. & C. 444. (c) 3 M. & W. 350; S. C. 6 

(6) S M. & W. 873. Dowl. 5S4. 
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contract with the plaintiff. The averment is not that the 1849. 
moneys were forborne " at the request of the defendant as bionell 
executor ;" but simply ** at his request." That must mean „ ^* 
that the defendant has agreed personally with the plaintiff, 
that he should be allowed to keep the money due from the 
testator, and pay interest for so doing. ChUds v. Mordns (a) 
is in point There the defendants were held to be per- 
sonally liable on a promissory note, by which they, as 
executors, jointly and severally promise to pay a sum of 
money on demand, with interest [He also referred to 
Richardson v. Griffin {b\ and KUehenman v. Skeel (c).] 

Cur. adv. vuU. 

The judgment of the Court was afterwards {d) delivered 
by 

Parke, B. (After stating the pleadings, his Tiordship 
proceeded as follows) : — This is a demurrer on the ground 
of a misjoinder of counts, and we are of opinion that the 
declaration is bad on that ground. The first count is clearly 
against the defendant in his representative capacity. The 
last count would certainly be supported by proof of a 
contract by the defendant to pay interest on money due 
from the testator, and forborne after his death to the 
executor; and such contract would bind the defendant 
personally, but not as executor. But the plaintiff argued, 
that the request by the executor need not be proved, and, 
therefore, might be rejected; and that if the count had 
omitted the statement of the request, it would have been 
suflBcient to make the defendant liable in his representative 
capacity, and so there would be no misjoinder. But if the 
count had omitted the statement of the contract for forbear- 
ance, it would have been bad on special demurrer for not 
stating the way in which the defendant became indebted 

(a) 2 B. & B. 460. (c) 3 Exch. 49. 

(6) 5 M. & S. 294. id) In Hilary Term, 1850. 
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for the interest. It would not have been sufficient to allege 
that the testator or executor was indebted for interest, 
^' without stating some contract or request. 

This count could not have been demurred to specially, 
for the answer would have been, that there was a sufficient 
personal contract with the defendant stated to render him 
liable by reason of his request. The allegation of the 
request cannot, therefore, be rejected as surplusage, because 
it would make the count defective; and considering the 
count as a good count, it could not be such but by treating 
it as a personal contract with the defendants, and, if so, 
there is a misjoinder. 

If a defendant requests a plaintiff to forbear, and there is 
a promise to pay interest, such promise certainly makes no 
contract but a personal one with the defendant. To make 
the defendant liable as executor, the count ought to state 
that the defendant was indebted as executor on a contract 
by the testator to pay interest so long as the debt should 
be forborne. There will, therefore, be judgment for the 
defendant 

Judgment for the Defendant 
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Read v. Blaynet. 1849. 

X HIS was a rule, calling upon the plaintiff to shew cause A cause was 

why the defendant should not be at liberty to enter a sug- ^^e underl^ 

gestion on the roll to deprive the plaintiff of costs, under the '^^^^J^n*^? 

9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, 8. 129. the writ of ' 

The affidavit in support of the nile stated the following turnable on' 

facts. The cause was tried before the undersheriff upon [uS^cntwas 

a writ of trial, on the 7th of June last, when the plaintiff "K"®^ o" J^® 

, llth, on which 

obtained a verdict for 9/. 2s. Id. The writ was returnable day thede- 
on the following day; and on the llth of June, the costs tainedarule, 
were taxed and judgment was signed. On the same day ^^^0*^^^ 
the present rule was obtained ; and it was served on the I'lth, for a 

suggestion to 
deprive the 
plaintiff of costs. The rale was drawn up on reading the writ of trial. 

Held^ 1, that the rule was obtained in time; and 

2, that it was no objection to the rule that it was drawn up on reading the writ of trial ; 
although the writ had, in fact, not been returned, but was in the plaintiff's hands when the rule 
was obtained. 

The affidarit in support of the rule stated that the defendant was residing at the time of 
swearing the affidavit and when the debt was contracted, at " 30, W. St.,*' &c., " within the 
district and jurisdiction of the Clerkenwell County Court of Middlesex," and that ** the cause 
of action arose wholly within the district and jurisdiction of the said Clerkenwell County of 
Middlesex," within which district and jurisdiction the defendant uas so dwelling when the debt 
sought to be recovered in this action was contracted. 

Held, that the affidavit sufficiently shewed that the cause of action arose within the juris- 
diction of the County Court. 
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14th. Execation was afterwards issued ; and on the 25th 

of June, the sheriff levied the amount of debt and costs, 

- ^- which was paid under protest The defendant's affidavit 

Blayney '^ ^ 

also stated, ** that this deponent is now residing at 30, 
Wharton Street, Clerkenwell, in the county of Middlesex, 
established" under the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95; "that this 
deponent was residing within such district and jurisdiction 
at the time the whole of the debt was contracted, for 
the recovery of which this action was brought;" "that 
the cause of action arose wholly within the district and 
jurisdiction of the said derhenwell County of Middle^ 
seXf holden at Duncan Terrace, Islington, in the county 
of Middlesex, within which district and jurisdiction this 
deponent now dwells, and was so dwelling when the debt 
sought to be recovered in this action was contracted, and at 
the time when thb action was commenced." 

The rule was drawn up on reading the writ of trial, and 
required the plaintiff to shew cause in this Term. 

Joyce shewed cause. Urst, as judgment was signed on 
the llth, the present rule, which was obtained on the same 
day, is erroneous, as it does not seek to set a^de the judg- 
ment ; Smith v. Roberts (a). K the defendant was unable 
to ascertain, when he moved for this rule, whether judgment 
had been signed, he should have asked for a rule to set 
aside the judgment "if entered;" Vicars v. Mould {b). 
The rule cannot be made absolute in its present form. 

Next, there is an incongruity on the face of the rule ; for 
it is drawn up on reading the writ of trial That writ, 
however, was not in Court, but in the hands of the plaintiff's 
attorney when the rule was obtained, and the rule, therefore, 
cannot have been granted upon reading the writ 

But, further, the affidavit upon which the rule was 
pbtained, does not shew that the defendant is entitled 

(a) Hilary Term, 1S49, Exch., cited from 13 Jur. 40. 

(b) Hilary Term, 1S49> Exch., cited from 13 Jur. 85. 



9. 

Blayney. 
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to enter a snggestion; for it does not shew that he was 1849. 
residing within the jurisdiction of the County Court at the r^^ 
time when the action was brought In the first part of the 
aflSdavit he states, that he was residing within the district 
at the time when he swore the aflSdavit, and when the debt 
was contracted: and the latter part, which speaks of his 
residence, not only at those times, but also at the time 
when the action was brought, does not shew that the 
residence was within the jurisdiction of any County 
Court; but only that it was within the jurisdiction of the 
** Clerkenwell County of Middlesex." [Matiky J. — ^The word 
County is used by ancient law writers for the County 
Court (a).] That applies only to the old County Court; 
but not to the Courts established by the 9 & 10 Vict 
c. 95. 

Corrie^ in support of the rule. The rule was obtained 
three days after the return of the writ ; therefore it cannot 
be successftiUy contended that the application was too late. 
And the rule was drawn up in the right form, for it does not 
appear that at the time when the Court granted it, judgment 
had been signed. In Kinff v. Erie (i), the Court permitted 
a suggestion to be entered after final judgment and exe- 
cution, where it appeared that the defendant had had no 
opportunity of applying sooner, and a Judge at Chambers 
had refused to stay the proceedings. So in Johnson v. 
Beak (c), where the cause was tried before the sheriff in 
Vacation, the Court allowed a suggestion to be entered 
after judgment, as the defendant had had no opportunity 
of applying before it was signed. [Mauky J. — ^The rule, 
although obtained on the 11th, was not served till the I4th ; 
the objection on the ground of delay would, therefore, seem 

(a) The word '« comitatus" is (6) 5 Dowl. 595 ; S. C. nam. dto. 

alio used in the same sense. 2 M. & W. 383. 

" Nullus comitatus decetero tene- (c) 5 M. & W. 276 ; S. C. nom. 

atar nisi de mense in mensem." div. 7 Dowl. 487* 
Magna Charta, 9 Hen. 3, c. 35. 



250 CASES ON POINTS OF PRACTICE, C. P. 

1849. well founded.] The plaintiff did not take any step in that 
^^^27""^ interval ; for execution was not levied till the 25th. 

9- With respect to the allied insufficiency of the statement 

in the affidavit of the defendant's residence at the time 
when the action was brought, it is submitted, that the 
Court can clearly collect, that he resided at that time 
within the jurisdiction of the Clerkenwell County Court of 
Middlesex. It is true, the word ^^ Court" has been acci- 
dentally omitted ; but the objection arising from such 
omission is answered by putting upon the word *^ County," 
the construction suggested by Mr. Justice Mauk. 

Wilde, C. J. — The Court is of opinion that this rule 
must be made absolute. It appears that the defendant 
moved for the rule within four days after the writ of 
trial was returnable ; and he was therefore in time, in that 
respect, according to the practice of the Court As to the 
objection, that the rule was drawn up on reading the writ 
of trial, when, in fact, the writ was in the hands of the 
plaintiff's attorney, — it was returnable on the 8th, although, 
in fact, it was not brought in until the llth; and there 
is, therefore, nothing incongruous in the rule being drawn 
up upon reading the writ The next objection made on 
the part of the plaintiff, was, that the defendant does not 
swear that he lived within the jurisdiction of that district of 
the County Court of Middlesex, which comprises his resi- 
dence. Now, in the earlier part of the affidavit he says, 
that he resides in '* Wharton Street, Clerkenwell, in the 
county of Middlesex, within the district and jurisdiction of 
the Clerkenwell County Court of Middlesex." It is very 
true that afterwards, when speaking of the cause of action, 
he says it arose within the jurisdiction *^ of the said Clerken- 
well County of Middlesex ;" but we think the word "said" 
may fairly apply to the district County Court previously 
described. It consequently appears sufficiently upon the 
affidavit that the defendant was residing, when the action 
was brought, within the jurisdiction of the Clerkenwell 
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County Court; and therefore, we must make this rule \^^9, 
absolute. re^^d 



Maule, J., Williams, J., and Talfoubd^ J., concurred. 

Rule absolute (a). 

(a) In the same Term, Corrie for settinf^ aside the judgment 
ohtained a rule, which was made and execution. See 1 L., M. & P. 
absolute in Hilary Term, 1850, 106. 



V. 

Blayney. 



The Duke op Brunswick v. Sloman and Others. 

A RULE had been obtained by one of the defendants in The omission 
this case upon an affidavit, the jurat of which was as l^^affiiavltof 
follows : — *^« <^V o^ ^^^ 

month, is a 

« Sworn this day of November, 1 849." ^•^ ^^^"^ («>• 

Allen, Serjt., and Henniker, upon shewing cause, objected 
to the affidavit being read. [They cited Blackwell v. 
AOen {b\ and Cobbett v. Oilfield (c>] 

Lushf contr^ In Blackwell v. Allen, the affidavit had no 
date whatever. Here the day of the month alone b 
wanting; and that may be supplied by the affidavit of 
another deponent, who, in stating that he has read it, 
describes it as sworn on the 16th of November. 

The Court rejected the affidavit; and the rule was 
dischaiged with costs. 

Rule discharged. 

(a) See The Duke qf Brvnswick (6) 7 M. & W. 146. 
v. Harmer, 1 L., M. & P. 505. (c) 16 M. & W. 469 ; S. C. 
In re Lloyd, id. 545. (mte, vol. 4, p. 492. 
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1849. 



If the Jodge 
at nbi Dnu 
die before 
•ealing a bill 
of ezoeptioDS 
to his ruling, 
it is not com- 
petent for an J 
odier Judge 
to seal it, nor 
for the execu- 
tors of the 
deceased 
Judge to affix 
their testator's 
teal to it In 
such acase 
the Court can 
only grant a 
new triat 



NiND V. Arthub. 

MSyLES^ Serjt, on a former day in this Term obtained a 
rule, calling on the plaintiff to shew cause why it should not 
be referred to one of the Judges -of this Court, to seal a bill 
of exceptions, which had been tendered at the trial to the 
ruling of the late Mr. Justice CoUmanf but which had not 
been sealed by that learned Judge at the time of his death ; 
or why the Court should not grant a new trial 

8. Prentice^ for the plaintiff, now consented to the rule 
being made absolute, suggesting at the same time that the 
bill should be sealed by the Lord Chief Justice, as the 
cause had been tried during the sittings in Term, and 
Coltmauy J., was therefore sitting far^ or m the absence of 
the Chief Justice (a). He also proposed, that if the parties 
differed in settling the bill of exceptions, it should be re- 
ferred to CresiweUy J., who had tried the cause upon a former 
trial, to settle it [Matde, J.— The difficulty I feel is, that 
by this consent you will in effect be giving jurisdiction to 
the Court of error. Thb is a matter which concerns that 
Court rather than us. I am disposed to think that the 
proper course would be, for the parties to consent to a 
special verdict fVilde, C. J. — Or for the Court to grant a 
new trial. We cannot seal the bill in the way suggested.] 
The executors of CoUtnan, J., might seal the bilL *^ If the 
justice die, yet shall there be a scire &cias go against his 
executor or adminbtrator.'' 2 Inst 428. 



WiLDR, C. J. — Unless the parties can agree on some 
mode between themselves, so that the record shall be unob- 
jectionable in a Court of error, this Court can only grant a 
new trial (6). 

(<r) See 18 Eliz. c. 12. 

(6) See JVft0/ofi v. Boodie, 3 C. B. 795 ; S. C. ante, voL 4, p. 664. 
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1849. 



Newnham v. Bever and Another. 

1 HIS was a rule, calling upon the defendants to shew The 6 & 7 
cause why the Master should not review his taxation. , 33^ ^y^^^^ * 

The action was an action of replevin to recover certain ««»powcri the 

* owner of a 

goods, which had been taken under a distress for the tithe rent- 
arrears of a tithe rent-charge, issuing out of certain lands of tniiffor 
the plaintiff, in Mortimer West, Hampshire. By a Judge^s T^^ 
order, made after issue joined, the action was stayed " upon to ict and 

. . demean bim- 

payment of 1921 15^. 8£?., rent-chaige, due ftom the plaintiff self in relation 
to the defendants, together with the costs, to be taxed and landSord'miyf 
paid in two days after taxation." The Master taxed the J^^c^*^**^ 
defendants' costs upon the principle of their receivinir a *^ full not entitle 

him tf% tliA fiill 

and reasonable indemnity," according to the 5 & 6 Vict costs now sub- 

M OT a o stituted for 

^^'*^^' the double 

costs giren by 
the 11 Geo. 2, 

Aiherton shewed cause. The Master^s taxation is correct c. 19, in re- 
The 6 & 7 Wm. 4, c. 71, s. 81, empowers the person entitled ^ 
to the rent-charge to distrain for it, ** and otherwise to act 
and demean himself in relation thereto, as any landlord may 
for arrears of rent reserved on a common lease for years." 
The effect of this provision is to place the owner of the rent- 
charge in the same position, in all respects, as a landlord ; 
and one of the rights which is conferred upon landlords 
by 11 Geo. 2, c 19, s. 22, is, that in actions of replevin, 
^ if the plaintiff or plaintifl^" '' shall become nonsuit, dis- 
continue, his, her, or their action, or have judgment given 
agwist him, her, or them, the defendant or defendants in 
such replevin shall recover double costs of suit ;" and, in 
lieu of double costs, a *' full and reasonable indemnity as to 
all costs, charges, and expenses incurred," is substituted by 
the 6 & 6 Vict c. 97, & 2. The defendants, therefore, are 
entitled to have their costs taxed upon this footing. Upon 
the taxation before the Master the plaintiff referred to 
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1849. The Leominster Canal Company v. Norris (a), and The 

Newnham I^(f^inster Canal Compang v. CotoeU (J) ; but the decisions 

_ «• in those cases turned upon the terms of a local act The 

Beyer 

and Another, marginal note of Linden v. Collins (c) states, that an avowant 
for a rent-charge is not entitled to double costs under the 
11 Geo. 2, c 19, s. 22, when the plaintiff is nonsuited ; but 
no decision was ever given in that case. [Maule, J. — The 
award of costs to a plaintiff or defendant is the act of 
the Court, not of the party. How can you make out that 
that is an acting or demeaning himself as landlord by 
the party?] The words are figurative, and perhaps not 
very well adapted to express the intention of the Legis- 
lature, [ffilde, C. J. — ^I should have understood them to 
mean that the owner of the rent-charge might conduct the 
distress like a landlord.] That is expressed in the pre- 
ceding part of the section, which says, that it shall be 
lawful for the person entitled to the rent-charge ''to 
distrain upon the lands liable to the payment thereof, 
or any part thereof, for all arrears of the said rent-chai^, 
and to dispose of the distress when taken," after which it 
adds, ** and otherwise to act and demean himself &c. So 
that something in addition to the power of conducting the 
dbtress like a landlord must be intended. The object of 
the act was to give the owner of the rent-charge the same 
powers and privileges as are possessed by landlords, as 
ex. gr., to distrain or impound upon the premises, to sell, 
and also, it is submitted, to receive the full costs, which 
are now given in lieu of double costs where the landlord 
succeeds in replevin. 

ByleSf Seijt, in support of the rule, was stopped by the 
Court. 

Wilde, C. J. — There is some diflSculty in the con- 



(a) 7 T. R. 600. (c) WiUes, 429. 

(6) 1 B. & P. 213. 
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struction of this act; but I think that the words of the 1849. 
section in question are satisfied by allowing to the person j^^^^J 
entitled to the rent-charge all the legal incidents which 9. 

attach by the 11 Geo. 2, c. 19, to the conduct of a dbtress and Another, 
by a landlord for rent in arrear. That, however, does not 
include the right to an indemnity in lieu of double costs, 
for giving costs is an act of the Court 

Maule, J. — The act enables the person entitled to the 
rent-chaige to do all those things which a landlord may do. 
Thus, he may demean himself negligently in distraining, 
without becoming a trespasser ab initio ; but although the 
words are very large, I am unable to see how he can 
be entitled to double costs. 

Williams, J., and Talfourd, J., concurred. 

Rule absolute. 



Slater v. Mackie. 

X HIS action was brought upon a judgment recovered in The pUintiff 
one of the superior Courts for 15L Ss. 6d., besides costs, coverwiTudg- 
against the defendant, who had suffered judgment to go by "c^tfor 15/. 
de£Eiult. The defendant was a clerk in a public office in in a public 
the Tower, living in furnished lodgings in Robert Street, no assets to 
Chelsea, and not possessed of property available to satisfy f^^^^^ ^u^ 
the judgment upon the execution of a fi. fa. The plaintiff who was in 

• « 1 receipt 01 a 

brought the present action for the amount of the debt and salary, out of 
costs (exceeding, together, 20^), in order that he might proposed to 
obtain satisfaction of the judirment by a ca. sa. The de- *®* ■****? ^^J- 

^ o J a- year for the 

fendant pleaded a false plea of nul tiel record, upon which payment of 
the plaintiff recovered judgment brought an 

action upon 
the judgment for the debt and costs, (amounting together to upwards of 201), to which defendant 
pleaded nul tiel record. 

H§ld, that the plaintiff was entitled to the coats of the second action, as it sufficiently appeared 
that without bringing a second action he could not hare obtained the fruitt of the juagment 
reoorered in the first 
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1849. Upon an affidavit stating these &cts, Needham obtained a 

^^^^^^ rule calling on the defendant to shew cause why he should 
V- not pay the costs of the action, under the 43 Gea 3, c. 46, 

s. 4 {ay 

The defendant's affidavit in opposition to the rule stated 
that the first action had been brought for goods sold and 
delivered ; that tlic cause of action arose within the juris- 
diction of the Hammersmith County Court, in which he 
was liable to be, and ought to have been sued, and that no 
question of law could have arisen to make the case fit to 
be tried in the superior Courts. The affidavit also stated 
that the defendant had offered to set aside 6021 a-year out 
of his salary for his creditors. 

H. Mills shewed cause. The plaintiff is not entitled to 
any indulgence, for he ought in the first instance to have 
sued in the County Court ; and to give him the costs of 
this action, would be to sanction his proceeding in the first 
action. The defendant might have entered a suggestion to 
deprive the plaintiff of costs in the first action ; and had he 
done so, the plaintiff could not have raised his demand in 
the second action above 2021, so as to get execution against 
the defendant's person. [fFtse, who appeared in support of 
the rule, referred to Reed v. Skrubsole (b), where the Court 
held that the 129th section of the County Courts' Act does 
not apply where the defendant suffers judgment to go by 
default.] That was an action of tort, this is an action of 
contract ; and that decision, therefore, might not be appli- 
cable. CressweUy J., differed fix>m the rest of the Court in 
Read v. Skrubsole; and it may be observed, that unless the 
1 29th section applies to actions where judgment is allowed 

ia) Which enacts, that in all such action on the judgment 
actions brought upon a judgment, shall be brongbt, or some Judge 
" the plaintiff or plaintiffs in such of the same Ck)urt» shall other- 
action on the judgment, shall not wise order." 
recover or be entitled to any costs (6) Ante, vol. 6, p. 707 ; S. C. 
of suit» unless the Court in which 7 C. B. 630. 
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to go by default) a defendant who vexatiously puts the ^ 1849. 
plaintiff to the expense of going to trial, will be in a more 
fiivourable situadon than one who honestly acquiesces in 
the justice of his adversary's demand. [Matde, J. — I think 
that the words of the act arc quite clear, and that they 
apply only to actions in which a verdict has been given. 
Heed v. Shrubsole shews how strong was the opinion of the 
majority of the Court, when they decided against the view 
taken by my Brother CresswelL] At all events, it is quite 
in the discretion of the Court whether the plaintiff, in an 
action upon a judgment, shall be allowed his costs ; Han* 
mer v. White (a) ; and as the present plaintiff sued in the 
first instance in the superior Court instead of the County 
Court, the Court will on that account refuse his application. 
[Maule, J. — If the action had been tried by a jury, we 
should have been able to see whether it had been properly 
brought in the superior Court fFiIUamSf J. — How came 
the defendant to plead nul tiel record in the present action ?] 
He might have succeeded on that plea, if he had applied 
lor, and entered a suggestion on the roll in the first action. 
But the Court will not grant the plaintiff costs merely 
because the plea was false ; Hall v. Pierce (b) ; Hanmer v« 
JF/iiie. [Wildey C. J.— In Hall v. Pierce, the plaintiff was 
obliged, by his own default, to sue upon the judgment] 
The only reason that the plaintiff had for suing upon the 
judgment in this case, was to get his judgment satisfied by 
a ca. sa. ; and it is submitted, that that b not such a ground 
for that proceeding as should entitle him, in the opinion of 
the Court, to costs. [The cases of Gamwell v. Barker (c) ; 
Hophins v. Freeman (d) ; Mason v. NichoUs {e) ; and Banks 
V. Newton (/), were also referred to.] 

TFtie, contrft, was stopped by the Court. 

(a) 12 M. & W. 619; S. C. (rf) 13 M. & W. 372; S. C. 
mUe^ vol. 1, p. 653. ante^ vol. 2, p. 44/. 

(6) 6 Dowl. 603. (e) 14 M. & W. 118. 

(c) 5 Taunt 264. (/) 11 Q. B. 340. 

VOL. VII. S D. & L. 
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1849. Wiij>E^ C« J« — In this case it appears that the plaintiff 

Slatbe ^^ ^^^ ^ debt, as to which there was no dispute as to 
V- the amount or any thing else. The defendant suffered 

judgment to go by de&ult The plaintiff then finds that 
although the defendant h<dds a place in a public office, yet 
he has no property liable to be taken in execution. What 
is the plaintiff to do in such a case ? The defendant is in 
a dtuadon in which it is abundantly dear that if personal 
process could be resorted to, sadsfection would be obtained. 
Thb we cannot but infer fiom his statement of his readi- 
ness to set aside 6021 a-year out of his salary for the pay- 
ment of his creditors. The plaintiff then brings an action 
on the judgment, and now asks us to give him his costs of 
that action. This it is in the discretion of the Court to 
grant or refuse. Now, what is to govern that discretion? 
What better ground can the Court have for exercising it in 
&vour of the plaintiff than is afforded in the present case ? 
The plaintiff pursues the only means of obtuning the 
firuits of his judgment He brings an action upon the 
judgment, and is met by a plea of nul tiel record, which 
does not go to the merits. We are asked to believe that it 
was possible that the plea vras pleaded under the impres- 
sion that it was a good plea, as the defendant might have 
applied to enter a suggestion to deprive the plaintiff of 
costs. But it had already been decided in this Court, 
that such a suggestion could not be entered when the 
judgment went by default The pliuntiff has now got 
judgment in the action upon the judgment: and in support 
of his application for costs, he says that he had no other 
means of making his judgment available than by bringing a 
second action ; that the defendant had no defence to the 
first action, as is manifest by his suffering judgment to go 
by default ; and that, besides, he had put the plaintiff to 
additional costs by pleading a false plea. The case of Hall 
V. Pierce (a) was relied on; but the reason why the Court 

Ifl) 5 Dowl. 603. 
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in that case refused the plaintiff his coets^ was because it 1849. 
was his own feult which rendered the second action neces- ^TjC 
sary. That case, indeed^ appears to me to be an authority 9, 

against the defendant I think that the ground on which 
the discretion of the Court should be governed is made out 
here* The plaintiff could not obtain the fruits of his judg- 
ment except by personal process ; and it would be a denial 
of justice to refuse him the costs necessarily incurred for 
that purpose. The circumstance of a false plea having 
been pleaded makes the case stronger. I therefore think 
that this rule must be made absolute. 

Maulb, J. — I am of the same opinion. I think the 
plaintiff adopted the only means left him of obtaining pay- 
ment of a just debt Having adopted that means, the de- 
fimdant stops that proceeding by a plea false to his own 
knowledge, and which had no other effect than to delay 
the plaintiff, and to make him pay 5/. or 6L to get over the 
stoppage. The question is, whether the costs ought to be 
paid by the plaintiff, who was blameless in the whole 
matter, or by the defendant, who imposed upon him the 
necessity of incurring those costs. I think the defendant 
ought to pay them. 

Williams, J. — I am of the same opinion. It is unneces- 
sary to lay down any general rule ; but I think that, under 
the particular circumstances of this case, the Court ought 
to exercise its discretion by giving the plaintiff his costs. 

Talfourd, J., concurred. 

Rule absolute. 



8 2 
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1849. 

Bell and Others, Assignees of Thomas Willmott, a 

Bankrupt, v. Bidgood. 

By a Judge's A SSUMPSIT. The action was brought in pursuance of 

ordered that a Judges order, dated the 6th of March, 1848, by the 

oFaStwof"* assignees of a bankrupt, to try the vaUdity, as against the 

Sould^ plaintiffs, of an execution upon a judgment recovered by 

stayed, and the defendant against the bankrupt The following case 

of payment was, by the consent of both parties, stated under a Judge's 

Kjudg?'^*'^ order for the opinion of the Court. 

ment. Default 

was made, and Case 

judgment was ^uac, 

^^^ Thomas Willmott, up to and at the time of his bank- 

^^-^d^^ ruptcy, carried on the business of a surgeon and apothecary. 

wasajud^. Before his bankruptcy, and while he carried on his busi- 

dicit witbln ^^^ Messrs. Bidgood & Co. drew upon him, on the 7th of 

Ti^^T?' ^' '^"'y> ^^^^^ « ^^^^ ^f exchange for 38/. 12*. 9dl, payable, 

four months after date, to them or their order, which bill 
the said Thomas Willmott accepted, and Messrs. Bidgood 
& Co. indorsed to the defendant in this action for a bona 
fide, full, and valuable consideration. The bill was not 
paid by Thomas Willmott at maturity, and is still wholly 
unpaid. The defendant commenced an action adversely, 
and not by collusion for the purpose of firaudulent prefe- 
rence, in the Court of Common Fleas, against Thomas 
Willmott, for the recovery of the amount of this bilL The 
declaration was duly filed and notice thereof duly given to 
Thomas Willmott, according to the practice of the said 
Court; and Thomas Willmott having no defence to the 
said action, the following order was, on the 20th of Janu- 
ary, 1848, by consent, made by CressweUy J.: — 

^' Upon hearing the attorneys or agents for the plaintiff 
in person, and by consent, I do order, that upon payment 
of 38/. 125. 9d.i the debt for which this action is brought, 
together with interest from the 10th of November last, and 



r. 
BlDCOOO. 
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costs, to be taxed as between attorney and client and paid 1B49. 
forthwith, all further proceedings be stayed; and I further bell 
order, that in case defiatult be made in payment as aforesaid, 
the plaintiff be at liberty to sign final judgment and exe- 
cution for the amount, with costs of judgment and execution, 
sheriff's poundage, officers' fees, and all other incidental 
expenses. 

(Signed) « C. Crbsswell." 

The costs in the said action were, on the 20th of Janu- 
ary, taxed at lOL 4$, 6d. Default was made by Thomas 
Willmott in payment, pursuant to the said order, of the 
several sums of SSL I2s, 9dl, 9s. 9d. for interest, and 
lOL 4s» 6dL for costs, making together 49/1 7^. Thomas 
Willmott did not plead or in any way answer the said decla- 
ration. On the 7th of February, judgment was signed in 
the said action for 49L 7^., under the said order (a). On 
the 9th of February, 1848, a fi. fa. issued by virtue of the 
judgment directed to the sheriff of Middlesex, and delivered 
to him at half past twelve o'clock on the said 9th of Febru- 
ary, directing him to levy, &c. The said sheriff, at two 
o'clock on the said 9th of February, seized and took in exe- 
cution certain goods and chattels of Thomas Willmott, and 
remained in possession of the same until the 18th of March, 
1848, when he withdrew under authority of the Judge's 
order of the 6th of March, 1848, whereby the sheriff was 
directed that, '* upon payment of 60/. by the plaintifis in 
this action into Court, the sheriff should withdraw from 
possession," and which sum of 60/. was paid accordingly on 
the 17th of March, 1848. On the said 9th of February, 
Thomas Willmott being unable to meet his engagements, 

(a) The judgment was entered ment, it stated that the sum " still 

in the usual form in which judg- remuns wholly due and unpaid 

ments on a Judge's order are to the plaintifT, which premises 

entered. After stating the decla- the defendant doth not deny," &c. 

ration, the Judge's order, and See form of such judgment in 

the defendant's default in pay- Chit, Forms, 318, 6th ed. 
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1849. signed a declaration of insolvency in the Court of Bank- 
^~^^^^ niptcy, under the 6 Geo. 4, c. 16, s. 6, and on the same 
„ »• 9th of February, at ten minutes before three o'clock, caused 

BlOOOOD. "^ 

the same to be filed in the Lord Chancellor's office of the 
secretary of bankrupts. A fiat in bankruptcy, directed to 
the London Court of Bankruptcy, was sealed and issued 
on the 10th of February, 1848, against Thomas Willmott, 
who was declared a bankrupt on the 11th of Febniary, and 
the plaintifis were appointed assignees of the bankrupt on 
the 25th of February, 1848, under the fiat At four o'clock 
in the afternoon of the said 10th of February, the attorney 
of Thomas Willmott served on the undersheriff of Middle- 
sex a notice that the fiat had issued, and at a quarter past 
two o*clock on the said 11th of February, the attorney to 
the fiat served on the said undersherifi^, and the o£Scer in 
possession, notice that Thomas Willmott had been adjudged 
a bankrupt, and required them not to sell or remove any 
of Thomas Willmott's goods, &c. 

The question for the opinion of the Court was, whether 
the execution was valid against the fiat If the Court 
should be of opinion that it was valid, judgment was to be 
entered for the defendant immediately after this cause was 
decided. If the Court should be of a contrary ojMuion, 
judgment was to be entered for the plaintifis. 

J. W. RogerSf for the pliuntifis. The execution is void as 
against the assignees. The 108th section of the 6 Geo. 4, 
c. 16, enacts, that no creditor upon any judgment ** obtained 
by default, confession, or nil dicit, shall avail himself of such 
execution to the prejudice of other fair creditors, but shall 
be paid rateably with such creditors." Under this provision, 
therefore, the execution is clearly void. The question then 
is, whether it is valid under the 1 Wm. 4, c. 7, s. 7, which 
provides, ^' that no judgment signed or execution issued 
after the passing of this act on a cc^ovit actionem signed 
after declaration filed or delivered, or judgment by de&ult, 
confession, or nihil dicit, according to the practice of the 
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Court, in any action commenced adversely, and not by 1840. 
collusion, for the purpose of fraudulent preference, shall be 
deemed or taken to be within" the 108th section of the 
first mentioned act The judgment upon which execution 
issued in this case does not fidi within the description of a 
<* judgment by de&ult, confession, or nihil dicit" This judg- 
ment was signed under a Judge's order ; and is analogous 
to one entered up upon a warrant of attorney, which has 
been held not to be protected by the 1 Wm. 4, c. 7, & 7 ; 
Croffield v. Stanley (a). It was said by Parke, B., in Baker 
y. FUnoer (ft), that a consent to a Judge's order resembled 
a cognovit, although it was not one ; ^^ for nothing can be 
done upon it of itself, until a Judge's order is made in 
pursuance of it" 

Granger, for the defendant, was stopped by the Court 

Maule, J. — The language of the judgment shews clearly 
that it is a judgment by nil dicit; and therefore it falls 
within the 1 Wm. 4, c. 7, s. 7. The words of the judg- 
ment, — <* which premises the defendant doth not deny (c)," 
— shews that he says nothing. The execution is valid, and 
judgment must be for the defendant. 

Cresswbll, J., and Williams, J., concurred. 

Judgment for the Defendant 

(a) 4 B. & Ad. 87. (c) See m/e, 261, n. 

(6) 8M.& W. 670, 1. 
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1849. 

Cox V. Bevan. 
The writ of J^^RIDEAUX movcd for a rule calling upon the plaintiff 

allocatur exi- . ^ rr 

gent is pro- to shew cause why the writ of allocatur exigent and sub- 
ra't^e^retam ^qucDt proceedings in this cause should not be set aside, 
exf ^f ^'^ ^^^ plaintiff, it appeared from the affidavit in support 

and not on the of the rule, recovered judgment in this action, and on the 
although the ^^^^ ^^ November, 1848, issued a ca. sa., which was 
SretoSSle returnable on the 21st On the 24th of November, he 
in Term. gyed out an exigi facias, which bore teste on that day, and 

was returnable on the. 11th of January, 1849, the first day 
of Hilary Term. It was filed on the 27th of January, and 
on the same day the allocatur exigent, which was now 
sought to be set aside, was issued, bearing teste the 11th. 

Prideaux. The allocatur exigent is wrongly tested: it 
should have been tested on the 14th, or the quarto die post, 
and not on the 11th, the day on which the exigi facias was 
returnable. It is laid down in Tidd^s Pract 129, 9th ed., 
that ^^ where the plaintiff means to proceed to outlawry, 
the capias should be tested on the quarto die post of the 
return of the original, the alias on the quarto die post of 
the return of the capias, and the pluries on the quarto die 
post of the return of the alias ; and there must be fifteen 
days, at least, between the teste and return of each writ." 
And the same work, in treating of the exigi facias, says, 
p. 132, '^ this writ should be tested on the quarto die post 
of the return of the pluries capias before, or of the capias 
after judgment" The teste of the allocatur exigent is not 
mentioned, but the inference from the passages cited is, 
that all writs in proceedings to outlawry should be tested 
on the quarto die post This view is confirmed by the 
2. Wm. 4, c. 39, s. 5, which, in making some alterations in 
the practice of proceedings to outlawry, enacts, that the 
first exigent shall be tested on the day of the return of the 
capias or distringas, and every subsequent exigent shall be 
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tested on the return day of the preceding writ [Mauley J. 1849, 
— Suppose a County Court or busting had been held 
between the return of the ezigi facias and the quarto die 
post, it would have been passed over if the allocatur exigent 
had been tested in the manner contended for. But in 
ArchbcM*s Pract. 1138, 8th ed., it is said, <*the defendant 
must be exacted, or demanded, upon these several writs, 
at five consecutive County Courts or hustings ; for if any 
County Court or busting have intervened, the several writs 
of exigent, &c, already executed are without effect, and 
you must sue out an exigi and writ of proclamation de 
nova*^ The general principle of law is, that the defendant 
should have three days' grace for appearing to a writ ; but 
he will be deprived of this if the allocatur exigent may 
issue on the day, and not on the quarto die post, of the 
return of the preceding writ. It is true, in the form of an 
allocatur exigent given in Tid(Vs Foma^ p. 40, 6th ed., 
there is a du'ection that the teste should be ** on the return 
of the exigent, if in Term ; the quarto die post, if not :" 
but the distinction is not founded on any principle ; and in 
Taylor v. Waters {a)^ where the allocatur exigent was tested 
on the 20th of May, which was the quarto die post the 
return day of the exigent, it will be found, on reference to 
the almanack for the year in which that writ was tested, 
that the 20th of May was in Easter Term. [WiUiarMi J. — 
The form in Tidd^s Farmsy p. 44, 8th ed, states, ** we 

command you, that allowing those County Courts 

at which C. 1). was demanded, and did not appear, as 
you have this day returned to us," &c (&).] That is 
inconsiBtent with the direction that the teste, out of Term, 
should be on the quarto die post 

W]rj>E, C. J. — This objection cannot be sustmned. The 
direction given by Mr. Tiddy that the teste should be on 
the day of the return of the exigent, if in Term, and if 



(a) 2 B. k C. 353. is to make the teste " the day of 

(6) The direction in that edition the return of the exigent' 



i» 
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1849. 



Cox 

V. 
BfVAN. 
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not, on the quarto die post, is undoubtedly of great weight; 
but the only authority before the Court is the form of the 
writ itself^ which shews that it issues on the day on which 
the preceding one is returned. The question, therefore, 
does not turn upon the statement of any rule of practice ; 
for the form of the writ conclusively shews that the pro- 
ceedings are regular. There will, therefore, be no rule. 



Maule, J., Williams, J., and Talfourd, J., concurred. 



Rule refused. 



Gibbons v. Vouillon. 

To a ded*- JLf E6T for interest, and upon an account stated. 
ddfend«it Vlea, That after the contracting of the sud debts, and 

pleaded m bar before the commencement of this suit, to wit, on the 17th 

generally, that ' ' 

after the ac of May, 1843, by indenture then made between the de- 
causes of fendant of the first part, J. G. T., J. F., and E. S. of the 
defradui^ second part, and the plaintiff and divers other persons, 
the plaintiff; therein described as creditors of the defendant, of the 

and the other 

creditors of third part ; — after reciting that the defendant had for some 

ezecirt^a time past carried on the business of a silk mercer and mil- 

thedefendM? ^^^^' ^^ ^^ ®^° account ; that the several debts due unto 

a letter of (he parties thereto of the second and third parts, which 

bcensetocarry ^ . , . . f , , 

on his trade were Set opposite to their respective names, had accrued 

imdthaf?a^7 ^^^9 ^^^ ^^^^ ^h® defendant was unable immediately to 

^tn^IS^ satisfy the said debts; that it was considered that, with 

should, during a vicw to the gradual realization of his effects, it would be 

that period, 

molest or in- more advantageous to all parties interested that the said 

terfere with 

the defendant, 

contrary to the meaning of the deed, the defendant should be released from the debts doe to the 

creditors contrayening the letter of license, and the deed might be pleaded in bar to such debts. 

The plea then, after averring the non*expiration of the five Tears, and performance by defendant 

of his part of the contract, averred that plaintiff molested and interfered with defendant by 

instituting this suit against him, whereby defendant became released. 

Held a good plea in substance. 

Whether the plea was bad on special demurrer, for being pleaded in bar generally, and not 
to the further maintenance of the action, quart (a). 

(a) See Phittipt v. Surridgt, 1 L., 11 & P. 458, (fifth point.) 
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defendant should, for the period of five years, be permitted 1849. 
to cany on the said business, under the inspection of the gimons 
said J. G. T., J. R, and K S.; and that it was agreed, <^* 

that the business, which had been so carried on by the 
defendant, should thenceforth be carried on under the 
superintendence of inspectors, on behalf of the said credi- 
tors, for the term of five years fi*om the day of the date 
of the said indenture, or until the inspectors for the time 
being should deem it expedient to wind up the said busi- 
ness, under the provision in such behalf thereinafter con- 
tained, or until the letter of license thereinafter granted 
or contained should be revoked ; — in pursuance of the said 
recited agreement, the siud several persons, parties thereto 
of the second and third parts, did by the said indenture 
^ve and grant unto the said defendant, until the 17th of 
May, 1848, or until the license by the said indenture 
granted should have been determined under the provisions 
thereinafter contained, full and firee license and authority 
to pass and repass to and firom, and to reside in any place 
where the nature of the business might require, and to 
carry on the said business, and to collect and dispose of the 
estate and effects of the defendant, under the superinten- 
dence of the inspectors for the time being. And further- 
more, that if any of them the said persons, parties thereto 
of the second and third parts, or the co-partners, executors, 
administrators, or assigns of any of them, should at any 
time thereafter, during the continuance of the license there- 
by granted, molest or interfere with the defendant, contrary 
to the true intent and meaning of the said indenture, then 
and in that case, and thenceforth, the defendant, and his 
heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, should be re- 
leased, exonerated, acquitted, and for ever discharged of 
and firom all debts and demands whatsoever which were 
then due unto, or then could be made by the creditor or 
creditors respectively by whom the said letter of license 
thereinbefore contained should in any such respect be 
contravened, and of and from all manner of actions, suits. 
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1849. proceedings, damages, costs, chaiges, expenses and claims, 
GiraoNB ^y ''^^^^^ ^^ means, on account, or in consequence of 
V. the same debts or demands respectively; and that the 

said indenture should or might be pleaded in bar to such 
respective debts or demands accordingly. Averment, that 
after the contracting of the said debts, and before the com- 
mencement of this suit, to wit, &c., the plaintiff executed 
the sud indenture as, and then became and was, a party 
thereto of the third part; and at the time of the plaintiff 
so executing and becoming a par^ to the said indenture, 
the plaintiff was a creditor of the defendant for and in 
respect of the said debt in the declaration mentioned, and 
not otherwise; and the plaintiff so executed, and delivered, 
and became a party to the said indenture, as a creditor for 
and in respect of the said debt, and for and in reqpect of 
the causes of action in the declaration mentioned, and not 
otherwise; (profert of the deed). That the said term of 
five years in the said indenture mentioned had not expired 
at the time of the commencement of this suit, and that the 
defendant hath performed all things in the said ^indenture 
contained on his part to be performed. That after the 
making of the said indenture, and during the continuance 
of the license thereby granted, and while the debts in the 
declaration mentioned were due to the plaintiff, to wit, on 
the 1st of May, 1848, the plaintiff did molest and interfere 
with the defendant, contrary to the true intent and meaning 
of the said indenture, by then instituting and commencing 
this suit against the defendant; and by means of the pre- 
mises then released, exonerated, and acquitted, and for 
ever discharged the defendant of and irom the debt, dam- 
ages, and causes of action in the declaration mentioned, and 
of and from all and all manner of actions, suits, proceedings, 
damages, costs, charges, and expenses, &a, by reason or 
means, on account, or in consequence of the said debt, 
according to the true intent and meaning of the said in- 
den ture. Verification. 

Special demurrer and joinder. 
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WiHeM^ in support of the demarrer. The averment in 
the plea, that the plaintiff instituted and commenced this 
suit, would be proved by shewing that a writ had been <^- 

issued against him ; indeed, no other molestation could be 
proved, upon a traverse of the allegation of molestation; 
Harris ^9, Mantle (a). But the issuing of a writ is not a 
molestation of, or an interference with, the defendant, within 
the true intent and meaning of the deed. The writ might 
have been sued out to prevent the plaintiff's claim from being 
barred by the Statute of Limitations. [Mauk, J. — The 
commencement of a suit may be a molestation ; and I think 
we must assume that it was so in this case. The usual object 
of bringing an action is to get a judgment and execution.] 
The plea should have stated in what manner the institution 
of the suit had molested or interfered with the defendant 

But even if the bringing of the action was a molestation 
of the defendant, the defence arising out of it did not arise 
until after the action had been brought. The plea is con- 
sequently wrong in form ; for it ought to have been pleaded 
in bar of the further maintenance of the action, and not in 
bar simply. 

This assumes that the provisions of the deed are aviulable 
in answer to this action; in truth, however, they only give 
the defendant a remedy by cross action or bill in equity. 
If the deed operated as a release, it had that effect as soon 
as it was executed ; but that was not the intention of the 
parties, for the deed gives the debtor five years to pay his 
debtsi, — a provision utterly inconsistent with an immediate 
and absolute release of them. It cannot, therefore, in de- 
fiance of the explicit intention of the parties, be construed 
as a release. The intention was, that it should operate as 
a suspension of the right of action for five years : but that 
is an intention to which the Court cannot give effect ; for 
''it is a very old and well established principle of law, that 
the right to bring a personal action, once existing and by 
act of the party suspended for ever so short a time, is 

(o) 3 T. R. 307. 
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1849. extiDgaished and discharged, and can never revive f Ford 
^^"q^^ ▼• Beech {ay In Cheetham v. Ward (ft), Eyre, C. J., said : 
«• ^^ I am satisfied that this case maj be decided in fiivoar 

of the defendant on the principle now acknowledged, 
that where a personal action is once suspended by the 
voluntary act of the party entided to it, it is for ever gone 
and discharged* That part of the deed, therefore, which 
provides that in case of molestation the defendant shall be 
released and the deed be pleaded in bar, is inoperadve; 
and the instrument must be treated as simply a covenant 
not to sue for five years.. Such a covenant, however, can- 
not be pleaded in bar; Thimbkby v. Barram (c); and any 
stipulation that it may be so pleaded is unavailing. [^Mauky 
J. — Cake(d) says that a man may release his right upon a 
condition, although if he release a condition upon a condi- 
tion, the release is good, and the condition void.] The 
passage referred to relates to releases of estates, not to rights 
of action. [Wildej C. J. — Is not the e£Rsct of the deed the 
same as if a negotiable security had been given payable at 
a future time ?] It is true that the taking of a n^;otiable 
security for a simple contract debt is a suspension of the 
debt until the bill becomes payable ; but that that b an ex- 
ception introduced by the law merchant into the common 
law. If the instrument be not negotiable, the debt is not 
suspended ; Jamt$ v. fVUHams (e), [Maule, J. — Is there 
no means of postponing a debt except by a negotiable 
security?] None. [Afaif&, J. — That was done in Siraey 
V. 3%^ Bank of England (f) which you say cannot be done. 
fFUde, C. J. — If your doctrine be correct, it was unneces- 
sary to discuss, in fFain v. WarUers {g)y the question which 
was argued there; for if the agreement was valid, the debt 
was released. Talfourd, J. — In Ford v. Beech {h), the 
Court, referring to a case like the present in RoU. Abr., tit 

(a) II a B. 862, 867; S. C. (e) 13 M. & W. 828; S. C. 

ante, vol. 6, p. 610. ante, voL 2, p. 713. 
(ft) 1 B. & P. 630, 3. (/) 6 Bing. 754. 

(c) 3 M. & W. 210. ig) 5 East. 10. 

id) Co. Litt. 274, b. (A) 11 a B. 852, 872. 
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" Extinguishment^'* (L) 939, pi. 2, observe : " the covenant 
in that case, therefore, went much beyond a mere covenant 
not to sue."] In Ayliff v. Scrimsheire (a), the defendant v. 

Ill . 1 J 1 .1 VOUILLON. 

pleaded, to an action upon a bond, a covenant by the 
plaintiff not to sue him, and if he did, that the defendant 
should be dischaiged and released of the debt; and the 
Court held that the plea was bad. HoUf C. J., said: 
** This is no defeasance : if it be a covenant perpetual, that 
is an absolute release ; but if it be a covenant not to sue 
within a particular time, that is no release, and you must 
take your remedy upon your covenant" So, in Carivil v. 
Edwards (6), it was held, that a letter of license, with a 
covenant not to sue the debtor for a limited time on pain 
of forfeiture, did not amount to a release of the debt ; and 
a plea setting it up as such was held bad. The cases are 
collected in 2 Wms. Saund. 47 Jf, n., 103 6, n. (c), and 150, 
n. (f), 6th ed. [Williams^ J., referred to Coohe v. Turner (c),] 

H. mils contriL First, the bringing of this action is a 
molestation of, or interference with, the defendant, within 
the meaning of the deed. The deed is not merely a deed 
between the plaintiff and the defendant, but the whole 
body of the defendant's creditors are also parties to it The 
object of the parties was to give the debtor every facility 
for collecting his property, in order to enable him to pay 
his debts; and for that purpose the creditors covenanted 
not to molest or interfere with him. Any act by any of 
them which would frustrate thcT objects of the deed would 
be a molestation or interference with the defendant within 
its meaning; and the bringing of an action against him is 
an act which necessarily has that effect 

It is said that even if that be so, the plea is wrong in 
form; but that objection, even if well founded, is not avail- 
able, for it is not taken by the demurrer. And as the 
Court can see, upon the whole record, that there has been 

(a) 1 Show. 46 ; S. C. Ck>mb. (b) 1 Show. 330. 

123; Garth. 63; 2 Salk. 573. (c) 15 M. & W. 727. 
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1849. a molestation, tbey will give judgment for the defendant. 
Gibbons notwithstanding any informality in the plea; Le Bret v. 
PapilUm (a). 

It is also contended that the deed cannot be pleaded, but 
that it only gives the defendant the right of bringing a cross 
action or filing a bill in equity. The damages which the 
defendant could recover in such an action would be no 
compensation for the loss sustained by the creditors, if 
judgment and execution were obtained against the defend- 
ant in this action. If the deed contdned merely a covenant 
not to molest, it probably could not have been pleaded as 
an answer to the action ; but the words which declare the 
debt, in the event of a breach of the covenant, forfeited, 
and provide that the debtor shall plead the deed in bar, 
enable him so to plead it. ^^ If an obligee covenant vrith 
an obligor, who is bound to perform covenants, not to molest 
or sue him before such a day, that is no suspension of the 
debt ; for the proper sense of the agreement is, that the 
obligor may have an action of covenant upon it if the 
obligee sue him before the day, and does not make it a 
release. In 37 Eliz. B. between Dowse and Jeffreys. Per 
Curiam, If the obligee covenants to the obligor that he 
shall not be sued upon the bond before such a day, and 
if he be, that then he shall plead the said covenant as an 
acquittance, and that the said bond shall be void and of 
no effect, that is a suspension of the bond, and by conse- 
quence a release, for that it is a grant, and that he shall 
plead it as an acquittance;^ 1 RoJL Abr. tit. ^* JExtinfftdsh" 
ment,'' (L), referring to 21 Hen. 7, 23 ft, 30. In Cam- 
herhacKs report of Ayliff v. Scrimsheire {b\ Holt^ C. J., 
says, ^^ that the rule, that a personal action once suspended 
is for ever extinct, doth not hold in all cases.** And in 
the report of the same case in Carthew (c), it is said : 
^* Nota : in the argument in this case it was allowed by all, 
that a letter of license containing the words following, (viz.) 

(a) 4 East, 502. (c) P. 63, 64, nom. AUoffe t. 

(6) Comb. p. 123, 4. Scrimpskire. 
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that if the creditors sue, &c. within such a time, that his 1849. 
debt shall be forfeited, — such license is pleadable in bar.** Oimows 
The reports of Carwil v. Edidards given in Carthew(a) and «'• 

Holt{b), are at variance with that in Shtnder (c) ; for in both 
the former books the Court is reported to have held that 
the letter of license was a defeasance, and was pleadable in 
bar. It is observable that Shower does not, in his argument 
in that case, refer to AyKff v. Scrimsheire, which had been 
decided two 3*ears before, and which, as reported by him, 
was in his fiivour. Tatlock v. Smith (d) is an authority against 
the proposition that a cause of action, if suspended by the 
act of the party, is extinguished ; and it is diflScult to see 
any objection in law to an agreement that a debt shall be 
extinguished upon the happening of a particular event, and 
not otherwise. It is said that the suspension of the cause 
of action which occurs when a negotiable security is given^ 
is an anomaly arising out of the law merchant; but conve- 
nience requires that that exception should extend to 
composition deeds between debtor and creditors. Such 
deeds usually provide that the debtor may plead the deed 
in bar to an action for the original debt [fFUHamSf J. — Is 
not that because a new contract has been substituted for 
the original one, according to Good v. Cheesman (e)? V 
the covenant in Dean v. Newhdll (f) not to sue one of two 
joint obligors had operated as a release, it would have 
extinguished the debt as to both.] If the deed amounts to 
a substituted contract, the plea alleges that the defendant 
performed all that he was bound by it to perform, and 
shews, therefore, that he is not liable upon such contract. 
But as the deed provides that it may be pleaded as a 
release, it may be so pleaded, although it be in fact a 
defeazance ; AyKff' v. Scrimsheire ; SoUy v. Forbes (j/y 

(fl) Page 210, nom. Carvett v. (e) 2 B. & Ad. 328. 
Edwards. if) 8 T. R. 168. 

(6) Page 547* eodem aomiae. {g) 4 Moore, 448 ; S. C. 2 B. 

(c) Page 330. & B. 38. 

((Q 6 Bing. 339. 
VOL. Vtt T D. & X,. 
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1^9. [ytamle, J. — An agreement that thai maj be pleaded in 
G-ncnT '^^ which is not a bar at law, cannot make the plea good; 
bat the woids ^pleaded in bar,* in the deed, may aasist in 
the coDstmcdon of it, and shew that it most be ondeiBtood 
in soch a sense as will make it a good bar at law.] 

J, & H'iUtSj in leplj. 

WuLDE, C. J. — The question in this case arises upon a 
plea which, by waj of bar to the action generaUv, and not 
to its further maintenance onl v, sets up an agreement under 
sea] between the defendant and the plaintiff and others, 
bj which the defendant, being indebted to the plaintiff 
and a great nimiber of other persons^ at their dedre bound 
himself to conduct his business under the control of his 
creditors for fiTe years; and, the defendant having jdaced 
himself in that position, the plaintiff and the other oreditors 
bound theniselfes imder seal not to molest or inteifere 
with him contrary to the true intent and meaning of the 
said indenture. The intention was^ that he should cany on 
his business without being molested by his creditors; not 
that they should not assault him, nor do other acts irrespec- 
tive of the relation of debtor and creditor, but that they 
should refrain fixMU such molestation as might have heexi 
l^ally practised against him except for the deed. Having^ 
then, provided that the plaintiff and the other creditors 
should not molest him in that way, the agreement provides, 
that if they do molest or interfere with him for five yean^ 
the defendant shall be released, exonerated, and for ever 
discharged of and from all debts and demands due to the 
creditors by whom the agreement shall in any such respect 
be contravened, and from all actions and claims in respect 
of the same ; and that the said indenture may be pleaded 
in bar of any action for such debts or demands accordingly. 

Such is the agreement between the parties; and the 
question is, whether by law effect can be given to the in- 
tent to be collected from it The first part is, in effect, a 




V, 

VOUILLON. 
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ktter of license, with a covenant not to sue for a limited 1849» 
time; and it is argued that the deed cannot be pleaded in gibbons 
bar, but that the defendant's remedy is by a cross action for 
damages, according to the principle of the decision in Ford 
V. Beech (a). But upon what principle has it been held 
that a covenant not to sue for a limited time cannot be 
pleaded in bar? The rule of law is, that a personal action 
once vested and suspended by the act of the party for any 
time, however short, is gone for even In Ford v. Beech it 
was held, that to construe an agreement that a right of 
action should be suspended, as a release, would be an in- 
justice to the plaintiff, and that ample justice was done to 
the defendant by holding him entitled to recover damages, 
in a cross action, for breach of the agreement That de- 
cision proceeded upon the ground of preventing a covenant 
from having an effect contrary to the intention of the 
parties. But how does it apply to a case where we have to 
deal with express unequivocal words? Here, a body of 
creditors have entered into a contract, each binding himself, 
for the interest of all, to allow the defendant to carry on his 
business, and not to molest him for five years ; and agree- 
ing that if any creditor shall contravene this agreement by 
molesting or interfering with him, such contravention shall 
operate as an extinguishment of the debt, and the deed be 
pleaded in bar to any action for it : — in other words, that if 
any creditor attempt to benefit himself to the prejudice of 
the others, his debt shall be extinguished. It appears to 
me that that is the true construction of the deed, having 
regard to the intention of the parties ; and I do not see 
how creditors are to be secured, if effect cannot be given 
to the terms to which the contracting parties have resorted 
in order to secure their respective interests. The agree- 
ment is express, that the defendant shall be released for 
ever if he is molested within the five years ; and therefore 
I see no diflSculty in giving effect to the intention of the 
parties without contravening any rule of law. 

(a) 11 €t B. S52 ; S. C. iaUe, 7ol. 5, p. 610. 

T 2 
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1849. It is said, that bringing an action against the defendant 

Gibbons ^ "®^ * molesting within the meaning of the covenant ; 

^, *• but, lookinir at the nature of the transaction and the object 

VOOILLON. ^ , , T . It 1 1 

of the deed, it seems to me that that was the very moles- 
tation contemplated by the parties. When the action was 
commenced by suing out a writ, the debtor might well 
presume that the plaintiff would proceed to judgment and 
execution, — the ordinary result of an action, — which would 
effectually prevent him from carrying on his business. It 
was against this that the parties intended to provide ; and 
it seems to me, therefore, that the just intendment of the 
agreement not to " molest or interfere with the defendant** 
is, that the creditors should not sue him. 

Upon the second question, the case in Roll Abr. {a) is 
a distinct authority. It is argued very ingeniously by Mr. 
Willes^ that if the deed is construed as a release, it operated 
as such immediately upon its execution ; and that this was 
not the intention of the parties, which was that the debtor 
should have five years to pay his debts. This argument 
proceeds upon the assumption that a release must, in all 
cases, operate in prsesenti, and cannot operate in future, a 
doctrine which I cannot adopt I do not see why parties 
may not agree, and make, as it were, a law for themselves, 
that in a certain event, and in that event only, an instru- 
ment shall operate as a release. The passage which my 
Brother Mauk cited from Co. LUL (b) seems to shew that 
that may be done. Here it is quite manifest from the lan- 
guage of the deed, that the intention of the parties was that 
it should operate as a release when the event contemplated 
arose, viz., when the defendant was molested; and there is 
nothing to control that intention. But we are met by the 
ailment that the legal result is contrary to that intention, 
and that the operation of the instrument is different fix>m 
what the parties contemplated. I do not see any reason, 
however, why we should not give effect to their intention. 

(a) Tit. " ExHngmshment,'* (L) ante, p. 272. 
939, pi. 2. S«e the passige, (&) 274 b. See ante, p. 270. 
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I am clear that the event has happened on which the debt 1849. 

was to be extinguished, and I think that it is therefore Gibbons 

extinguished. For these reasons, our judgment must be y^ J-^^^ 
for the defendant. 

Maule^ J., concurred. 

Williams^ J. — 1 am of the same opinion. I think that 
bringing thb action was a molesting within the meaning of 
the indenture, and that it has been properly pleaded. 1 
also think that there is no objection to parties contracting, 
by deed, that the happening of a future event shall operate 
as a defeasance of an existing debt ; and that it is no answer 
to say that that event is the bringing an action to enforce 
payment of the debt I agree that the passage cited fix>m 
RolL Abr.9 and the case of AyKffv. Scrimsheire, as reported 
in Carthew (a), are good law, so far as is necessaiy to support 
this plea. 

Talfourd, J., concurred. 

Judgment for the Defendant, 
(a) Page 63, nom. Ailoffe v. Scrimpskire, 



Vines v. Arnold. 

LIeBT for goods sold and delivered. The levying 

Pleas, first, never indebted. Issue thereon. q^ STI!"*^ 

SecondlVt that before the commencement of the suit, and P'*"J ^^ • 

"^ som lets than 

301. part of a 
larger demand eiceedmg that amount, is not, per le, an aba n donment of the eiceti. 
In order to coutitQte ineh an abandonment, the plaintitr muat do lome act in Coort, at the 
trial, nidieatinff hit intention to abandon the eiooM, mmUi. 

The olaiBtio, in January, lold goods to the defendant for 17/., for which he sent in his bill. 
In the following month he sold him another quantity of similar |[oods for 211. lOi., and tent in 
his bill for 3St lOi., the amount of both purchases. The (ilatntiff afterwards levied a plaint in 
the County Comt for the 171. Ue did not appear at the trial, but the defendant attended and 
admitted the debt, for which judgment was accordingly giren. To an action for the *2\L 10«., 
the defendant pleaded the proceedings in the County Court, averriof^ that the plaintiff bad 
thereby abandoned the excess of bis debt above the amount recovered there. Held, thai such 
proceedings were not evidence of au abandonment 
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1849. at the time of entering the plaint and of issuing the sum- 
mons hereafter mentioned, to wit, on the 16th of January, 
1848, the defendant dwelt within the Lambeth County 
Court district; that the plaintiff then dwelt within twenty 
miles from the defendant, and that neither plaintiff nor 
defendant were officers of that Court. That the defendant 
was then indebted to the plaintiff as well in the said 
moneys and for and in respect of the causes of action in 
the declaration mentioned, as also in the sum of 17 L for 
goods sold and delivered ; that the plaintiff then had one 
cause of action, as well for the said moneys and causes of 
action in the declaration mentioned, as for the 17 L ; that 
the same wholly arose within the jurisdiction of the said 
Court, and the said cause of action exceeded 20/1, and 
amounted to a large sum, to wit, 387. lOs. ; that the said 
cause of action constituted one entire debt and demand, 
and for the recovery of the same a plaint might have been 
entered at the said County Court under the 9 & 10 Vict, 
c 95 ; and the plaintiff might have recovered the same by 
plaint in the said Court, if the same had not been more 
than 20L That the plaintiff thereupon, for the recovery 
of the said 17/., to wit, on, &c, commenced a suit in the 
said Lambeth County Court, and for that purpose entered 
a plaint, &c., (according to the exigency of the 59th 
section of the 9 & 10 Vict c. 95), and that the plaintiff 
therein stated that the action was brought to recover 
the said 17/., and that the plaint was then numbered, &c 
That the plaint being so entered, a summons stating 
the substance of the action, and numbered, &c., and 
sealed, &c., was issued, requiring the defendant to appear 
on the 3rd of February, 1848. That the defendant 
having appeared accordingly, and having defended the 
action, such proceedings were had, that afterwards, to wit, 
on the 3rd of February, 1848, the action came on to be 
tried in the said Court, at, &c., before, &c., at which time 
and place the plaintiff was duly, as required by law, called 
to appear. That he did not appear, but that the defendant 
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did appear, and admitted the cause of action to the full 1849. 
amount claimed by the plaintiff, to wit, to the amount of vines 
17£, and thereupon it was adjudged by the Court that the •• 

plaintiff should recover that sum for his debt, and 22. Ss. 
costs, and it was ordered that the said debt should be paid 
by instalments, &c. ; and the said judgment was then 
entered of record in the said Court, as by the record, &c., 
will appear, and the said judgment has not been rescinded, 
alt^^d, or reversed. That the pluntiff did, to wit, on the 
said hearing of the said action, abandon all demands in 
respect of, and the whole of the said cause of action against 
the defendant, save and except the said sum of ITJL; and 
the judgment of the said Court upon such plaint as afore- 
said was, and still is, according to the said statute, in full 
discharge of all demands in respect of the said cause of 
action. And that the parties and causes of action in the 
County Court and in this action are identical. 

Replication, that the plaintiff did not abandon all de- 
mands, &C. Issue thereon. 

Upon the trial before CoUmanj J., at the London sittings 
in Hilary Term, 1849, the following facts were proved. 
The plaintiff, on the 21st of January, 1847, sold the de- 
fendant a quantity of flour for 17JL; and on the 1st of 
February following sold him another quantity for 212, 10^. 
On the first occasion the plaintiff delivered with the flour 
a bill for 172., and on the second, another bill for 382. 10^., 
comprising both purchases. No part of the amount having 
been paid, the plaintiff, in January, 1848, levied a plaint 
in the Lambeth County Court for the recovery of 17/1, the 
price of the first purchase. He did not, however, appear 
at the trial, which took place on the 3rd of February fol- 
lowing, but the defendant appeared and admitted the debt ; 
opon which the Judge made an order for the amount 
claimed. The present action was afterwards brought to 
recover the price of the second quantity of flour. The 
jury found a verdict for the plaintiff on the first issue, and 
for the defendant on the second ; and leave was reserved to 
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1849. the plaintiff to move to enter the verdict in hb favour on 
^^■^Jjj^l the latter issue for 21i lOi. 

9. 

Aewold. 



ins having, in Hilaiy Term, 1849, obtained a rule 
accordingly, 

Joyce now shewed cause. Upon the delivery of the 
second quantity of flour, the defendant was indebted to 
the plaintiff in the sum of 382. 10s. ; and the plaintiff had 
one cause of action, — and one cause of action only, — for 
that amount He might have brought one action for the 
whole amount in the superior Courts; or he might have 
recovered 202. in the County Court, abandoning the excess 
of his debt above that sum. The 63rd section of the 
County Courts Act (9 & 10 Vict c. 95) enacts, that '* it 
shall not be lawful for any plaintiff to divide any cause of 
action for the purpose of bringing two or more suits in any 
of the said Courts, but any plaintiff having cause of action 
for more than 20/L, may abandon the excess, and thereupon 
the plaintiff shall, on proving his case, recover to an amount 
not exceeding 20L ; and the judgment of the Court upon 
such plaint shall be in full discharge of all demands in 
respect of such cause of action, and entry of the judgment 
shall be made accordingly.** Now, the plaintiff in suing for 
ni in the County Court, clearly divided his cause of 
action ; In re Aykrayd{a)\ and he must therefore be taken 
to have done that, without which the statute says he shall 
not avail himself of the jurisdiction of the Court, viz., to 
have abandoned the excess. [Talfourd^ J. — The plaintiff 
has the option of being nonsuited or of abandoning the 
excess.] The levying of a plaint for the less sum was in 
itself an abandonment of the excess. [Matde^ J. — Then, 
even if the plaintiff had appeared at the trial, and claimed 
to be nonsuited, he must nevertheless be taken to have 
abandoned the excess.] Unless the plaintiff abandoned 

(a) 1 Exch. 479; S. C. mUe, vol. 5, p. 701. 
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the excess upon levying the plaint, the County Court had 1849. 
no jurisdiction to try it [WUUama^ J. — That argument ^^JJ^T"^ 
only shews that the trial at the County Court was coram »• 

non judice.] At all events, the question is one of fact, 
and the levying of the plaint was sufficient evidence of an 
abandonment to be left to the jury. 

HawkuUf in support of the rule, was stopped by the Court. 

Maulb, J.— I think that something must be actually 
done by the plaintiff in order to constitute an abandonment 
of his claim ; but as he did not appear at the trial, he 
could only have been nonsuited. If the plaintiff had 
appeared, the defendant would have been at liberty to 
shew that the debt which he proved was parcel of a 
laiger sum, and might have thereupon claimed the judg- 
ment of the Court, unless the plaintiff chose to abandon 
the excess. In that case the plaintiff would have had the 
option of abandoning the excess, or of being nonsuited and 
suing in the superior (/ourts. To hold otherwise would 
lead to much mischief: for in every case in which it was 
doubtful whether a sum formed in itself a distinct debt, or 
was part of a larger one, the defendant would, if sued in 
the superior Courts, object that he was sued there for a 
sum recoverable in the inferior Court; and if a judgment 
were recovered in the latter, he would, when sued for the 
larger amount, contend that the plaintiff had, by suing in 
the County Court, ipso facto abandoned his claim to it, 
and that he was barred by the judgment of the County 
Court from recovering his demand. The Legislature never 
intended to place a plaintiff in such a position. If the 
defendant did not choose to insist, in the County Court, 
upon the defence which was open to him, that was his 
fault If he had insisted upon it, the plaintiff had his 
option either of being nonsuited, paying the costs, and 
proceeding in the superior Courts, or of recovering a part 
of his demand and abandoning the excess. I think, there- 
fore, that this rule must be made absolute. 



282 



1849. 



VlNSS 

9. 

Arnold. 
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Williams, J. (a) — I am of the same opinion. The 
defendant clearly failed in proving his plea; and the 
plaintiff is therefore entitled to have the verdict entered 
for him. 



Talfourd, J. — I am of the same opinion. I think it is 
clear, from the language of the 63rd section, — ^providing 
that upon the entry of the judgment, the abandonment 
shall be noticed — that the Legislature contemplated some 
act on the part of the plaintiff in Court to constitute an 
abandonment. 

Rule absolute. 

(a) Crestwellf J., had left the Court. 



Berry v. Irwin. 

The discharge -I HIS was a rule, calling on the plaintiff to shew cause 
▼ent Debtors' ^^J ^^^ defendant should not be dischai^d out of the 
^'^J^^^T custody of the Marshal of the Queen's Prison, as to the 

the 1 & 2 VicL . "^ . . . 

c. 110, extends ludemcnt in this action. 

(sect. 79) to 

the costo of The following fiacts appeared upon the affidavits. The 

oDmmenced action, which was in assumpsit, was brought by the indorsee 

*?^ *^*.^°^ of two bills of exchange for 250L, dated respectively the 

dule, for the 10th and 12th of April, 1849, and payable two months after 

debt inserted date, which Were drawn by one Milton upon, and accepted 

in It 

The defendant accepted two bills of exchange, which he indorsed and delivered to an agent to 
get discounted. The accent indorsed them to the plaintiff, and misapplied the proceeds. Pending 
the currency of the bills, the defendant petitionea the Insolvent Debtors* Court for his discharge, 
and, ignorant of the indorsement to the plaintiff, inserted in his schedule the agentts name as 
creditor in respect of the two bills, adding that the debts were disputed. The schedule was 
afterwards amended, by substituting the plaintiff as the creditor, who opposed the defendant's 
discharge. The defendant was discharged in respect of the debts in question, and of all his 
other debts except two, on the same day, but somewhat later in the day, on which an action 
upon the bills, wnich the plaintiff had commenced after the schedule haa been filed, was tried, 
and in which the jury found a verdict for the plaintiff. The defendant having obtained a rule 
nisi for his discharge, under sect. 90 of the I & 2 Vict, c 1 10, the plaintiC two days after- 
wards, charged him in execution. 

Held, that the defendant was discharged by the order of the Insolvent Debtors* Court as to 
both the judgment debt and costs. 

JIM also, that it was no objection to a rule for his discharge from custody, that the defendant 
was not in custody as to the debt in question when the rule was obtained. 
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bjy the defendant for his own accommodation, and indorsed 1849. 
by Milton to the plaintiiT. The defendant had been arrested bebby 

in the month of April, 1849, at the suit of another creditor, , <^- 

Irwin* 

and on the 24th of May, filed a petition for his discharge 
under the 1 & 2 Vict c. 110. The vesting order was made 
on the 25th of May. The defendant filed his schedule on 
the 18th of June, and therein inserted Milton as a creditor 
for the amount of the above mentioned bills, adding, how- 
ever, that he disputed his liability to pay them, as the 
bills had been drawn for his (the defendant's) own accom- 
modation, and had been entrusted by him to Milton to get 
them discounted, but that Milton had appropriated the 
proceeds of them to his own purposes. The present action 
was commenced on the 4th of July ; and upon the defend- 
ant being brought up, on the 13th of July, before the 
Insolvent Debtors' Court, the hearing was adjourned for 
the purpose of having his schedule amended by the substi- 
tution of the plaintiff in the place of Milton in respect of 
the two bilk. The schedule was amended accordingly by 
the insertion of the plaintiff's name as the holder of the 
bills, accompanied by the statement, that their indorsement 
to him had taken place after maturity, and without con- 
sideration. The plaintiff received notice in the usual way, 
that the defendant would be brought up on the 31st of 
July. He attended on that day, and opposed the defend- 
ant's discharge. The hearing was adjourned to the 7th of 
August, on which day the defendant was dischai^ed as to 
the two bills and all the other debts in his schedule, except 
two. On the same day, but at an earlier hour, the cause 
was tried as undefended, and the plaintiff obtained a verdict. 
The Judge certified for speedy execution, and the plaintiff 
thereupon lodged a habeas corpus ad satisfaciendum with 
the keeper of the Queen's Prison. The present rule was 
obtained on the 6th of November, and on the 8th the 
defendant was charged in execution upon the habeas 
corpus ad satisfaciendum. It did not appear at what time 
the bills had been indorsed to the plaintiff. 
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1849. 



Berry 
Irwin. 



Lush shewed cause. The defendant is not entitled to his 
discharge; for the plaintiff's claim was not a debt ^* due or 
claimed to be due at the time of making the vesting order," 
within the meaning of the 75th section of the 1 & 2 Vict, 
c. 110 (a). Nor was it such a debt ** due or growing due 
from such prisoner at the time of making such** (vesting) 
'* order,** within the 69th section (b) of the same act, as could 
be properly put by a prisoner in his schedule : for it does 
not appear that when the vesting order was made the bills 
were not in Milton's hands; and, having regard to the 
circumstances under which the bills were accepted, no 
debt could arise in respect of them until they were dis- 
counted. Milton held the bills merely as the agent of 
the defendant, and not as his creditor. 

But even if the amount of the bills were a debt at the 
time of the vesting order, the defendant is not entitled 
to be discharged: for the judgment entitles the plaintiff 



(a) Which enacts, that *' after 
such examination of any such 
prisoner as hereinbefore directed 
it shall be lawful at such hearing 
or adjourned hearing as aforesaid 
for the said Cowci or commis- 
sioner, or justices, upon such 
prisoner's swearing to the truth 
of his schedule, and executing 
such warrant of attorney as is 
hereinafter directed, to adjudge 
that such prisoner shall be dis- 
charged from custody, and en- 
titled to the benefit of this act, 
at such time as the said Court or 
commissioner, or justices shall 
direct, in pursuance of the pro- 
visions hereinafter contained in 
that behalf, as to the several debts 
and sums of money due or claimed 
to be due at the time of making 
such vesting order as aforesaid 
from such prisoner to the several 
persons named in his schedule as 



creditors, or claiming to be cre- 
ditors, for the same respectively, 
or for which such persons shall 
have given credit to such prisoner 
before the time of making such 
vesting order as aforesaid, and 
which were not then payable, and 
as to the claims of all other per- 
sons, not known to such prisoner 
at the time of such adjudication, 
who may be indorsees or holders 
of any negotiable security set 
forth in such schedule so sworn 
to as aforesaid." 

{h) Which requires the prisoner 
to deliver, within fourteen days 
of the vesting order, a schedule, 
containing, among many other 
particulars, " a full and true de- 
scription of all debts due or 
growing due from such prisoner 
at the time of making such 
order." 
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not only to the 250Ly but also to the costs of the action ; 
and if this Court were to order his discharge under the 
90th section of the act, they would in eflG^t discharge him 
in respect of those costs as well as the debt The 79th 
section (a)y however, which defines to what extent the 
discharge by the Insolvent Debtors' Court shall protect a 
prisoner, only provides, that it shall extend <* to all costs 
incurred by such creditor before the filing of such prisoner's 
schedule, in any action or suit brought by such creditor 
against such prisoner for the recovery of the same;" but 
does not make it a protection with respect to costs, which, 
like the present, have been incurred after the filing of the 
schedule. 



1849. 



Beeey 

9. 

Iewin. 



jR. MUlery in support of the rule. At the date of the 
vesting order there existed an inchoate right to the sum 
secured by the bills in the person who afterwards became 
indorsee. The debt must be considered as growing due 
from the date of the acceptance. In Reeves v. Lambert (i), 



(a) Which enacts* '' that the 
discharge of any prisoner so ad- 
jucUcated as aforesaid shall and 
may extend to all process issuing 
from any Ck)urt, for any contempt 
of any Court, ecclesiastical or 
civil, for non-payment of money 
or of costs or expenses in any 
Court, ecclesiastical or civil i and 
that in such case the said dis- 
charge shall be deemed to extend 
also to all costs which such pri- 
soner would be liable to pay in 
consequence or by reason of such 
contempt, or on purging the same; 
and that every discharge so ad- 
judicated as aforesaid, as to any 
debt or damages of any creditor 
of such prisoner, shall be deemed 
to extend also to all costs incurred 
by such creditor before the filing 
of such prisoner's schedule, in 



any action or suit brought by 
such creditor against such pri- 
soner for the recovery of the 
same ; and that all persons as to 
whose demands for any such 
costs, money, or expenses as 
aforesaid any such person shall 
be so adjudged to be discharged 
shall be deemed and taken to be 
creditors of such prisoner in re- 
spect thereof, and entitled to the 
benefit of all the provisions made 
for creditors by this act, subject 
nevertheless to such ascertaining 
of the amount of the said de- 
mands as may be had by taxation 
or otherwise, and to such exami- 
nation thereof as is herein pro- 
vided in respect of all claims to a 
dividend of such insolvent's es- 
tate and effects." 
(&) 4 B. & C. 214. 
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1849. the defendant, before becoming insolvent, bad accepted. 
Berry *^^ delivered to Mrs. Reynolds, a bill for the amount 
^' which he owed her for goods sold and delivered. Upon 

petitioning the Insolvent Debtors' Court for his discharge, 
he stated in his schedule that he was indebted to Mrs. Rey- 
nolds for goods sold, and that she held his acceptance for 
the amount, which became due in October, 1823. Mrs. 
Reynolds had indorsed it to the plaintiff, but the defendant 
was ignorant of that fact; and the plaintiff having sued the 
defendant upon the bill, the latter pleaded his discharge ; 
and the Court held, that the defendant was discharged as 
to it, as the schedule contained a true description of the 
person to whom the insolvent was indebted within the 
meaning of the 1 Geo. 4, c. 119, s. 6. So, in this case, the 
defendant has suflSciently described the debt and the debtor 
to the best of his knowledge ; and the plaintiff had ample 
opportunity of opposing the defendant's discharge. 

As the defendant has been discharged in respect of 
the judgment debt, he is also discharged as to the costs. 
There is a statutory satisfaction of the debt, and the 
plaintiff has no right to take the defendant in execution 
for that debt, plus the costs. If goods be taken upon a 
(i. fa. in part satisfaction of the judgment debt, the 
plaintiff cannot afterwards issue a ca. sa. for the amount, 
but only for the residue. In JHlby v. Best (a), the Court 
set aside an execution which had issued against the defend- 
ant for the penalty of a bond, where the warrant of attorney, 
under which the judgment had been entered up, only 
authorized execution for the arrears of an annuity, for 
securing which the bond had been given. [Wilde, C. J., 
referred to Van Sandau v. Crosbie {b). Lush. There 
would have been a great analogy between this act and the 
Bankrupt Act, but for the 79th section pointing out in 
respect of what costs an insolvent should be discharged. 
Maule^ J. — The 79th section does not appear to com- 
prehend all the costs from which the debtor shall be 

(a) 16 East, 163. {b) 3 B. & A. 13. 
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dischai^ed It merely mentions the costs of a contempt, 1849. 
and other costs, which have nothing whatever to do with Berry 
the costs of a judgment Wilde, C. J.— There is a pre- «'• 

liminary difficulty which has not been adverted to. It 
appears, that the defendant was not in custody, as to 
these debts, when this rule was obtained. It may be the 
duty of the Court to discharge the defendant if in custody ; 
but if he was not in custody when he applied for his dis- 
chaige, ought the Court to entertain the application?] 
The lodging of the habeas corpus ad satisfaciendum has the 
same e£Pect as lodging a detainer. By a rule of the Court 
of Common Pleas, of Michaelmas Term, 1654, r. 7, it is 
provided, " that a habeas corpus ad satis&ciendum may be 
granted to the warden of the Fleet, or to such inferior 
gaoler, returnable in Court on a day certain ; the number 
roll of the judgment to be indorsed upon the writ by 
the attorney who sues it out; and such writs to be a cause 
of detainer.'^ 

Cur. adv. vulL 

Wilde, C. J. — The Court is of opinion that the defend- 
ant is entitled to his discharge. It appears that the 69th 
section of the 1 & 2 Vict c. 110, which prescribes what is 
to be stated in the petition and schedule, makes it the duty 
of the insolvent to state, not only the names of his creditors, 
but also of persons claiming to be creditors, but whose debts 
he disputes. In this case it appears that he stated in the 
original schedule that Milton claimed to be a creditor 
in respect of certain bills, which had been delivered to 
him by the defendant for the puri)ose of being dis- 
counted, and the proceeds of which he had misapplied to 
his own use; thereby implying that Milton had obtained 
the proceeds of the bills by discounting them. It is 
not, indeed, stated at what time the bills were given to 
Milton ; but looking at their dates, there is nothing incon- 
sistent with their having been negotiated before the 24th 
of May, when the defendant presented his petition, and the 
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1849. vesting order was made. Certainly there is no precise 
Beery description of the creditor in the first schedule; but it 
, <»• is stated, that Milton claimed to be a creditor, and that the 

Ibwin 

defendant disputed his claim. He then amends his sche- 
dule, and states that the plaintiff claimed, but that his 
right was disputed, on the ground that the bill was nego- 
tiated after maturity, and without consideration, and that, 
therefore, the plaintiff was not in a better situation than 
Milton. Now, the 7/>th section discharges an insolvent 
debtor as to all debts due, or claimed to be due, at the time 
of the vesting order, to persons mentioned in the schedule, 
and also as to the claims of all other persons not known to 
the prisoner at the time of the adjudication, who might be 
indorsees or holders of negotiable securities set forth in the 
schedule. In this case, as soon as the defendant became 
aware that the plaintiff claimed to be indorsee of the bills, 
he inserted his name as a creditor, and stated the nature of 
his claim. The order of adjudication was afterwards made 
with reference to the schedule containing these paruculars ; 
and it therefore appears that the insolvent did all he could 
be required to do. There is nothing to shew that the 
plaintiff held the bill when the vesting order was made ; 
and the plaintiff is silent on the subject. The case, 
therefore, simply stands thus : the plaintiff was the indorsee 
of negotiable securities set forth in the schedule ; and his 
discharge, therefore, applies to those debts. 

With respect to the question as to the costs, it is clear, 
in the first place, that the defendant is discharged fi^m the 
judgment debt The 79th section begins by providing, 
that the discharge shall extend to all process for contempt 
of Court in non-payment of costs, and then says, that every 
discharge for any debt or damages of any creditor of the 
prisoner, shall extend ^* to all costs incurred by such creditor 
before the filing of such prisoner's schedule, in any action 
or suit brought by such creditor against such prisoner for 
the recovery of the same." The act makes no mention 
of costs incurred subsequently to the petition, and for this 
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reason : the creditor may have no ground, before i>etitioning, 
for supposing that his debtor is going to take the benefit of 
the act, and it is fair that he should have his costs up to that 
time ; but if he proceeds after the filing of the schedule 
which includes his debt, then he ought not to be entitled to 
his costs incurred in so proceeding. When a plaintiff has 
obtained judgment, his costs of the action form, with 
the debt or damages recovered, one entire demand ; and 
they are not costs in the same sense as the costs first 
mentioned in the section, viz. : costs incurred by contempt 
of Court It appears to me, therefbre, that the discharge 
here applies to the whole of the costs as well as to the debt 
I have examined sect 79, for the purpose of shewing that it 
is inapplicable to this case ; and the only remaining ques- 
tion is, as to the costs of the present rule. The defendant's 
application is made under the 90th secdon. He was 
discharged by the Insolvent Debtors' Court from the debt 
in question ; yet, notwithstanding that discharge, the plain- 
tiff chai]ged him in execution upon a habeas corpus. The 
defendant had no other means of relieving himself than by 
coming to the Court; and we, therefore, think, that the 
rule must be made absolute, with costs. 

Rule absolute^ 
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1849. 



Berry 

iRWtN. 



Camp v. PoTfe. 

ISCOTT, on a former day in this Term, obtained a rule, Where the 
calling upon the personal representatives, if any, of the abr(Mi(iinT84i, 
plaintiff to shew cause why the defendant should not be ??*^'!}^l*j®'^^ 

*^^ •' ^ ^ the defendant 

discharged from custody as to this action. had been taken 

in execution, 
and had not 
been since heard of, the circumstances affording reasonable grounds for belicying that she had 
died abroad, and no will or grant of administration having been found upon search at Doctors* 
Commons, 

Held, 1, that the defendant was entitled to be discharged from custody (a). And 
2, that the lien of the plaintiff's attorney upon the judgment did not extend to a right to keep 
dcfnidant in custody unaer the ca. sa. until tnose costs were paid. 

(a) See Cox ▼. Pritehard, 2 L., M. & P. 298 ; Ridtdale ▼. Lautovr, Ibid. 318. 
VOU VIL U D. & L. 



V. 
PoTE< 
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1849. The following facts were stated upon the affidavits in 

C^p support of the rule. The defendant was on the 12th of 
June, 1841y arrested upon a ca. sa. in this action, which 
was on promises, for the sum of 71/1 debt, and 21L costs, 
and was taken to the Queen's Prison. In August, 1841, 
the plaintiff being in insolvent circumstances, and threatened 
with criminal proceedings, went abroad with her only 
daughter, Clemence Elizabeth Camp, who was also involved 
in the same transactions, to avoid her creditors. She was then 
between sixtj-five and seventy years of age, and in a bad 
state of health. She had since that time not been heard of 
by any one, except one Ferdintmd Gallant6, of Hamburgh, 
merchant, who was employed by the defendant in 1843, to 
make inquiries respecting her. Gallante informed him that 
the plaintiff had been seen in 1841, at St Petersburgh; 
but that she had left that place in the autumn of 1841 for 
Moscow, and was reported to have died on the road. A 
similar report was communicated to the defendant by a 
Mr. Bovill, a Russia merchant, who added that the daughter 
of the plaintiff had accompanied her on her way to Moscow ; 
and that a person answering the description of the daughter 
had since been seen alone, and unaccompanied by her 
mother, beyond the confines of Europe. It was also stated, 
that search had been made at Doctors' Commons, but that 
no administration had been ^granted, or will proved, of the 
plaintiff; and that it was believed that she had left no 
relation except her daughter. 

Scott cited Broughtan v. Martin {a) ; Parkinson v. Hor- 
lock (^), and Taylor v. Burgess (c). 

The Court directed that the rule should be served on the 
attorney of the plaintiff on the record. 

On a subsequent day in this Term, 

(«) 1 B. & P. 176. (c) 16 M. & W, 781 ; S. C. 4 

(ft) 2 N. R. 240. D. & L. 708. 
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Lush appeared to shew cause on behalf of the plaintiff's 1849. 



ScaiL The plaintiff's attorney has no right to be heard. 
The rule does not call upon him, but upon the personal 
representative of the plaintiff, to shew cause. In I^ne v. 
Erie (a), the plaintiff having died, the defendant's wife took 
out administration to him, and upon an application for the 
defendant's discharge from custody, it was contended that 
he ought to satisfy the costs of the plaintiff's attorney; 
but it was held that the defendant was entitled to be 
discharged, and that the plaintiff's attorney had no lien on 
the judgment so to prevent such discharge. [Mauk, J. — 
The substance of the application is, that the defendant 
wants to find somebody to whom he may pay the money ; 
and the plaintiff's attorney comes here and claims a part of 
it] In Shoman v. Allen (&), the Court would not allow 
cause to be shewn to a rule for a new trial, on behalf of the 
attorney of the plaintiff, who claimed a lien for his costs 
upon the verdict which had been found for his client, who 
had died pending the rule. 

Wilde, C. J. — As we ordered the rule to be served on 
the attorney, I think we ought to hear him. 

Lush then shewed cause upon an affidavit, that the 
attorney had not been paid his costs by the plaintiff, and 
contended that as the attorney had a lien for his costs on 
the judgment, the defendant ought not to be discharged 
until those costs were satisfied. 

Wilde, C. J. — It seems to us that this rule must be 
made absolute. The case is somewhat peculiar. The 
affidavits on the part of the defendant, certainly lay reason- 
able grounds for supposing that the plaintiff is dead; for 

(fl) 8 T. R. 407 (ft) 1 M. & G. 96, n. 

(i 2 



V, 
POTE. 
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1849. 



Camp 
r. 

POTE. 



it appears she left England upwards of eight years ago, and 
was last seen alive in Russia, in 1841. Notice has been 
served on the attorney, who is the only person who could 
give us any information on the subject; and he has not 
shewn any circumstances to impeach the inference to be 
drawn from the affidavits, although he comes here to oppose 
the defendant's discharge. Then, what is the situation of 
the attorney ? If the plaintiff be dead, there is an end to his 
authority. He no longer represents her; and he has no 
authority to receive the debt Then, as the judgment is 
an entire thing, ought the defendant to pay any part of it 
before he is discharged ? Mr. Ltish has no doubt searched 
with his accustomed diligence for cases, to shew, that under 
such circumstances, the attorney is entitled to get his costs; 
but he has not found any : and in the absence of authority, 
we think that the attorney's lien for his costs does not 
extend to keeping the defendant in custody until he has 
paid them. 



Maule, J., Williams, J., and Talfourd, J., concurred. 



Rule absolute. 



Dimes v. Wright. 

A SSUMPSIT for work and labour as a solicitor. 

Plea, inter alia, non-delivery of a signed bill pursuant to 
the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73. 

It appeared at the trial that the plaintiff's bill of costs 
comprised, among others, the following items. The first 
was as follows: 



An attorney's 
bill did not 
in express 
terms state 
the names of 
the Court and 
of the cause 
in which the 
business 
charged for 
was done. 
One item of 

the bill referred to a petition presented by the client in the Court of Review ; and a charge in 
another part of the bill was made for the attorney *s attendance on the '* petitioner's solicitor :** 
but it dianot appear in aiiv part of the bill in what Court or cause the last mentioned proceeding 

//e/J, that the bill was insufficient (o). 



had taken place. 



(a) See Keene ▼. Ward^ pott, p. 333. 
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" 1846^ Jan. 7, Instructions for petition to the Court of 1849. 
Review that P. be appointed trustee, &c. in place of the Dimes 
bankrupt." «'• 

\ir RIGHT. 

Several charges followed this item, concluding with the 
usual one for postage, letters, and messengers. 

The bill then set forth charges relative to a distinct 
transaction, beginning as follows: 

** Jan. 26. Attending petitioner's solicitor on his bringing 
copy |)ctition to me, with a request that I would appear and 
consent to an order thereon." 

Chaises for search for affidavits and for office and fair 
copies followed, after which came : 

** Fee to Mr. H. and clerk therewith. 
Attending him. 

28th. Attending Court Petition called on and directed 
to stand over till Tuesday, the bankrupt undertaking not 
to receive or deal with the property in the mean time." 

This was followed by further charges for searching for 
affidavits, and for fair and office copies ; after which came 
this item : 

''Feb. 3. Attending Court Petition called on and 
directed to stand over generally to be amended, the bank- 
rupt and Mr. C. undertaking, by their counsel, not to 
receive or deal with the trust property without the order of 
the Court" 

It was contended that the bill was insufficient, as it did 
not state the name of the cause, or shew in what Court the 
business chai^ged for was done. A verdict was taken for 
the plaintiff, and leave was reserved to the defendant to 
move to enter it for him upon the above ground. 

A rule nisi having been accordingly obtained, 

Cockbum and Carrington shewed cause. The bill is 
sufficient It is not necessary that the name of the Court 
and that of the cause should be expressly stated on the 
face of the bill ; it is enough if they can be collected by 
reasonable intendment from the nature of the several items 
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1 849. of charge ; 3fartmdak t. FaUmer (a) ; SargaU v. Gtumon (ft> 

DiMM^ From the whde of this bill those requiates may be collected 

^' by reasonable intendment 



Wbight. 



MeUoTy in support of the role. Hie role <^ law, to be 
collected fiom Immey ▼. Marks {e)^ and Marimiale ▼. Falk- 
ner, is that the bill should shew expressly, or by reasonable 
intendment, the Court and the cause in which the bonness 
chaiged for has been done ; and if the bill £uls to shew this 
in respect of any item, it is a defisctive bill, and the attcnmey 
cannot recover upon it. Sargent ▼. Gatuum difiSers from 
the present case, as one Court only was named, and all the 
business charged fiir was clearly referable to that Court 
[He referred also to Lewis v. IVimrose {dy] 



Maule, J. — This rule must be made absolute. Without 
attempting to overrule or qualify the cases wluch have been 
cited, I think it is undoubted law, that an attorney's bill is 
not suflBcient within the statute unless it shewa^ as to erery 
item for business done in Court, the Court in which the 
business was done and the name of the cause, either in 
express terms, or in language which furnishes reason- 
able means of discovering them. If the bill which is 
delivered does not expressly or by reasonable intendment 
shew the Court and the name of the cause, it is not a 
good delivery of a bill within the statute. Now this bill 
begins with a petition in the Court of Review, and the 
charges for that business conclude with the usual item for 
postage, letters, and messengers. Then comes the item: 
** Jan. 26. Attending petitioner's solicitor on his bringing 
copy petition to me, with a request that I would appear 
and consent to an order thereon." It is clear that that 
refers to another petition, and not to the previously nien- 

(a) 2 C. B. 706; S. C. ante, (c) 16 M. & W. 843; S. C. 

vol. 3, p. 600. ante, vol. 4, p. 709. 

ib) Ante, vul. 6, p. 691 ; S. C. 7 (rf) 6 Q. B. 265. 
C. B. 742. 
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tioned petition in the Court of Review ; because the plaintiff ^^49. 
was the petitioner's solicitor in that Courts and this item is 
for attending the solicitor of the petitioner, who must, 
therefore, have been some other person. But in what 
Court this second petition was does not appear. It may 
have been in a different Court from the first It is quite 
uncertain to every one's intendment where this business 
was done. I have no notion where it was done. It was 
probably done in the Court of Review or Court of Chan- 
cery ; but the bill does not state m which. According to 
all the cases, therefore, it is insufficient 

Cressvetell, J. — I am of the same opinion. Neither the 
name of the cause nor that of the Court can be collected 
from the bill, according to the principle adopted in Mar^ 
Hndale v. Falkner. I have endeavoured in vain to satisfy 
myself in what Court and cause the business was done. 
It is dear that the second petitioner is not the same as the 
first ; and from the charges in the bill the petitions appear 
to have been of different lengths. The bill contains also 
charges for searching for affidavits, without saying where ; 
and for attending Court, without saying what Court It is 
altogether uncertain. 

Williams^ J., concurred. 

Rule absolute. 
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1849. 



In re Baster. 

The Court mSrAMWELL moved for an attachment against an 

an fttuc£ent attorney for not delivering his bill of costs pursuant to a 

^JJ^*^ Judge's order^ which had been made a rule of Court The 

h^Km*I[J™* attorney had been personally served with the wder and 

ootts pnnaant rule of Court, but no formal demand had been made upon 

Court, until ^^"^ ^^^ ^^^ ^lU sin<^e such service. [Hllde, C. J. — It is 

a^er^fwmal necessary that there should be a personal demand. The 

been made order was, in all probability, served by a porter or process 

np<m him for •^ * 

hn bill, by server who had no authority to receive the bilL Mauk^ J. 
S^TanOiOTiied — ^^ ^ quite Consistent with the fiu:ts you have stated that 
^A ^'^^ ^"^ ^^ person has been knocking at your door day after day 
with his bill, and that you have not been there to receive 
it] It is impossible to have aflSdavits to meet every case 
which may be suggested. [Mauley J. — Nothing would be 
more easy than to have an affidavit stating that some 
person had been authorized to make a demand; that a 
demand was made; and that it had not been complied 
with.] Such a demand is only necessary where some- 
thing is to be done by a person, upon his doing whidi 
an acquittance is to be given to him by another person. 

WiLDB, C. J. — After an experience of forty years, I 
have never known an attachment granted without a formal 
demand having been first made upon the party to do that 
thing, the not doing of which would be a contempt 

Rule refused. 
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1849. 



ChINN V, BULLEN. 

M HE plaintiff in this case sued in form& pauperis. The A suggtestion 

action was in debt for work and labour; and the cause was plaintiff of 

tried before Talfourd, J., at the first Middlesex sittings in Sh^g^o'vict. 

this Term, when the plaintiff obtained a verdict for lOt ^' ^' ■• *29, 

. . may be entered 

A rule nisi having, in the same Term, been granted to upon the roll, 
enter a suggestion upon the roll to deprive the plaintiff of ing the plaintiff 
costs. ^^ "^ ^^^^ 

^ pauperis. 

G. Atkinson shewed cause. As the plaintiff has been 
admitted to sue in form& pauperis, the 129th section of the 
County Courts' Act (9 & 10 Vict c 95) does not apply. 
The 11 Hen* 7, c 12, which confers upon a plaintiff the 
privilege of suing in formfi pauperis, provides only that the 
** poor persons" shall have *' writ or writs original, and writs 
of subpcena, according to the nature of their causes, there- 
fore nothing paying," &c. **And after the said writ or 
writs be returned, if it be afore the king in his bench, the 
justices there shall assign to the same poor person or 
persons, counsel learned, by their discretions, which shall 
give their counsels, nothing taking for the same : and like- 
wise the justices shall appoint attorney and attomies for 
the same poor person or persons, and all other officers 
requisite and necessary to be had for the speed of the said 
suits to be had and made, which shall do their duties 
without any reward for their counsels, help, and business 
in the same : and the same law and order shall be observed 
and kept of all such suits to be made afore the king's 
justices of his common place, and barons of his Exchequer, 
and all other justices in the Courts of record where any 
such suit shall be." The act evidently contemplates only 
actions commenced by writs, that is, actions in the superior 
Courts; and although the words **all other justices in the 
Courts of record" arc, per sc, large enough to embrace the 
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1849. ^ new County Coarts, as they are Courts of record, it cannot 
be successfiilly contended that the act applies to those 
recently established Courts. The powers of those Courts 
are derived solely from the act under which they were esta- 
blished ; and that act has made no provision whatever for 
enabling parties to sue or defend in forma pauperis. The 
9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 78, empowers five of the Judges of 
the superior Courts to make rules for regulating the practice 
of those Courts ; but no rule has been made to authorize 
parties to sue in forma pauperis. If, therefore, the Court 
should hold that a pauper recovering in the superior Courts 
less than 20L ought to be deprived of his costs, it will 
deprive poor persons of the privilege conferred upon them 
by the act of Hen. 7, when their claims are under 20L 
[Mauley J. — Have not the Courts a power, at common law, 
of admitting persons to sue as paupers ?] Tliey have ; but 
that power does not belong to the new County Courts, 
which are mere creations of the statute, and have no 
common law powers. [Mauky J. — The 78th section, after 
giving the Judges of the superior Courts power to make 
rules, &c., provides that ** in any case not expressly pro- 
vided for herein, or by the said rules, the general principles 
of practice in the superior Courts of common law may be 
adopted and applied, at the discretion of the Judges," — 
that is, the Judges of the County Courts — ^^ to actions 
and proceedings in their several Courts." Therefore, as 
no express rule has been made as to allowing parties to sue 
in form& pauperis in the (^ounty Courts, the Judges of 
those Courts may, in their discretion, adopt the practice of 
the superior Courts on the subject. If that be so, there is 
an end to your objection.] 

SkinneTf contr^ was stopped by the Court 

Wilde, C. J. — This rule must be made absolute. If a 
pauper has a cause of action of a special nature, he may 
still sue in the superior Courts : but in any other case if 
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there be any persons who ought more than others to go 1849. 
to the cheap Coarts, they are paupers. Chinm 



Maule, J.9 Williams, J., and Talfourd, J., concurred. 



Rule absolute. 



BULLKN. 



Ellis v. Watt. 

x^HANNELLy Seijt., moved for a rule, calling upon the Where in an 
plaintiff to shew cause why a writ of prohibition should not ^n execatoi^* 



issue to the Judge of the Wimbome Minster County Court ^^^^1^^ 
of Dorset, to restrain him firom proceeding to hear this County Court 

r o for the plaintiff 

plaint. against the aa- 

The plaintiff, in September, 1849, levied a plaint against J^Jr^^iJ^Jdo*" 

the defendant, as the executor of one Trenchard, for the ^*^™*^j^i^ 

sum of \Zl 5g. lOd.9 due from the testator. At the trial, tiff afterwards 

on the 15th of September, the defendant pleaded plene the defendant 

administravit, and the judge gave judgment for the plaintiff, J^^^^^ 

ordering that the amount should be paid out of the assets ^t^*f*y?i» 

..XI %_ r r\ which did not 

of the deceased, quando acciderint In the month of Octo- sute that the 
ber following, the defendant was served with a summons on received since 
devastavit (a), at the suit of the same plaintiffs: but at the ^^^^^ 
hearinflr, on the 13th of October, it was dismissed, on the a prohibition 

1 . 1 • • J mi_ to restrain the 

ground of variance from the previous judgment The Jad^efrom 
judge, however, intimated, that if the case were again g^^J^J^i,. 
brought before him, he should examine the executor's 
accounts, and adjudicate upon them. A fresh summons on 
devastavit was then taken out on the 29th of October; and 
the object of the present application was to restrain the 
(younty Court from proceeding with it The defendant's 
affidavit in support of the motion, denied the receipt of 
assets since the judgment 

(a) See the Form (No. 3) in the Schedule of Forms, annexed to the 
rules of practice settled by the Judges in 1847* 
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1849. Channelly Serjt. When judgment has been obtained, in 

J. r^ the superior Courts, against the assets, quando acciderint, 
«• the proper course is to bring a scire facias upon it, and to 

suggest that assets have come to the hands of the executor 
since the judgment; fFms, Exors, p. 1705, 4th ed. The 
summons on devastavit, however, does not state at what 
time the assets have come to the defendant's hands ; and it 
is, therefore, consbtent with it, that it refers to assets re- 
ceived before the judgment in the plaint. If such were 
its meaning, it would be directly contradictory of the 
defence which was established at the hearing of the plaint 
[Mauky J. — You do not shew that the County Court has 
no jurisdiction ; and unless you do, you are not entitled to 
a prohibition.] The plaintiff has misconceived his remedy 
altogether; he should have proceeded under the 32nd rule 
of the rules of practice, and entered a fresh plaint, suggest- 
ing that assets had come into the defendant's hands, instead 
of proceeding by a summons on devastavit. 

Maule, J. — It cannot be said that the County Court 
has not jurisdiction. The plaintiff, it is tnie, has fallen into 
a mistake, in applying the form given by the rules of the 
Judges, on a judgment de bonis testatoris, to a judgment 
quando acciderint The defendant's course is to demur to 
the summons ; and the judge will probably hold, as I think 
he ought, that the objection is good. It is just as if a scire 
facias in this Court did not shew whether assets fell in 
before or after plea pleaded, which would be bad. 

Williams^ J. — We must give the Judge of the County 
Court credit for knowing the law on the subject. 

Wilde, C. J., and Talfourd, J. concurred. 

Rule refused. 
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1849. 

Sainter V. Ferguson. 

M OWNSEND moved for a nile, calling upon the plain- WhereapUin- 
tifF to shew cause why a suggestion should not be entered lodgment for 
on the roll of the fact that the plaintiff had entered a proof Jlj^i^^" 
of his debt in the Court of Bankruptcy under a fiat against "» bankroptcy 

the defendant defendant, it 

The action was brought to recover 5Q0ly by way of S,cnterT^- 
liquidated damages, for the breach of an agreement; and g«»tionof8uch 
the plaintiff recovered judgment for that amount, together the roll 
with 1352L costs. A fiat in bankruptcy subsequently issued 
against the defendant, under which he was adjudged a 
bankrupt; and the plaintiff afterwards proved under the 
fiat for the costs of the action, but not for the debt 

Toumsend. The 6 Geo. 4, c. 16, s. 59, enacts, that no 
creditor who has brought an action for a demand prior to 
the bankruptcy, or which might have been proved under 
the commission, shall be entitled to prove without relin- 
quishing his action ; and it also provides, that the proof of 
the debt shall be deemed an election on his part to take the 
benefit of the commission. Here the plaintiff has proved 
for the costs only ; but as soon as judgment is signed for 
debt and costs, the two become one single debt (a); and 
the proof of a part of it amounts to an election to take the 
benefit of the commission. If so, it is expedient that the 
suggestion now asked should be entered on the roll. In 
Kemp V. Potter (A), the plaintiff, after plea pleaded, proved 
under the commission which had issued against the defend- 
ant ; and the latter having afterwards ruled him to reply, 
the Court refused to set aside that rule. Gibbsy C. J., 
said : '^ I think the defendant is entitled to have some entry 
or suggestion entered on the record, so that it may appear 

{a) See Berry ▼. Irmn, ante, p. 2S2. 
(6) 6 Taunt. 549, 550. 
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that the defendant will be no further troubled in this action ; 
for otherwise the defendant stands under the apprehension 
that the action may at some time be proceeded in.*^ [IFt7- 
UamSj J. — That was before judgment. The record was 
imperfect as it stood* Maule^ J. — Here, on the con- 
trary, there is a judgment While the suit is in coarse 
of proceeding the record is imperfect; and the plaintiff 
might sign judgment and issue execution unless the 
defendant obtidned a suggestion which would make his 
going on incongruous. That, however, does not apply to 
a case after judgment. It does not i^pear that any such 
suggestion as that mentioned by Gibbs, C. J., has ever 
been entered or attempted to be entered on any record 
whatever; although many occasions have occurred since 
Kemp V. Potter {a) was decided, for making the attempt.] 



Per Curiam. 



Rule refused. 



(a) 6 Taant 549. 



Dick v. Beavam. 

The d&dMni JrRIDEA TJX moved for a rule, calling on the plaintiff 
an ap^i!ntion to shew cause why an order of Tcdfourd^ J., for a distringas 
tTottUam^" for the purpose of proceeding to outlawry against the de- 
alleged, that fendant, should not be rescinded, and the sheriff's return 

npon each call, 

a penon at the and all subsequent proceedings set aside for irregularity ; 

defendant's 

last place of 

aboae stated that the defendant had left ten months before, and had frone to reside abroad; 

that the deponent had been unable to aerre the defendant, who, he believed, kept out of the 

way to avoid service. Hdd sufficient, without averring more precisely that the defendant had 

gone abroad for the purpose of avoiding his creditors. 

It is not necessary to leave a copy of a distringas to outlawry at the place where it is to be 
executed. 

The exigi facias may be issued immediately after the return of the distringas. It is not 
necessary to wait until eight days after the return has expired ; — the notice at the foot of the 
distringas giving the defendant eight days to appear, not applying to a distringas to outlawry. 

An order for a distringas was made on the 12th upon an affidavit sworn on that day. The 
affidavit being defective, was re-sworn on the 13th, and afterwards the order was delivered out. 
Upon a rule nisi obtained by the defendant to set aside the order, the Court allowed the plaintiff 
to amend its date, discharging the defendant's rule, with costs to be paid by the plaintiff. 
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or why the exigi facias and proclamationa and all subse- 1849. 
quent proceedings, should not be set aside for the same 
reason. 

The affidavit upon which the distringas was obtained, 
was originally sworn on the 12th of October* It stated that 
the usual number of calls and appointments had been made 
at the last known place of abode of the defendant, and that 
upon each occasion the same person was seen, who uni- 
formly answered the inquiry for the defendant, by stating 
that the latter had left ten months before, and had gone to 
reside abroad. The affidavit also stated that the deponent 
had used all due diligence to serve the writ of summons ; 
that he had been unable to do so ; and that for the reasons 
aforesaid, the deponent believed that the defendant kept 
out of the way to avoid service. Upon this affidavit, Ttd' 
faurd, J. made, on the same day, an order for a distringas; 
but it being discovered, on the following day, that the affi- 
davit did not absolutely deny the defendant's appearance to 
the writ, but only his appearance according to its exi- 
gency {a\ the affidavit was resworn on the 13th of October, 
after having been amended in this particular ; and after it 
was resworn, the order, which bore date the 12th, was 
delivered out. The distringas was returned non est inven- 
tus on the 2nd of November; on the following day the 
exigent issued; and on the 8th, the defendant was pro- 
claimed. 

Prideaux. First, it does not appear that the distringas 
was granted upon any affidavit. The order is dated the 
12th of October: and the only affidavit in the cause is 
dated the 13th. If the affidavit be false, perjury cannot be 
assigned ; for it does not appear to have been used in any 
judicial proceeding. 

Secondly. The affidavit does not shew that the defend- 
ant is abroad for the purpose of avoiding his creditors. 

(a) Sec M'Alpin v. Gregory, 1 C. B. 299. 
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1849. Graver v. Hmdmarsh (a), shews that a statement at each 
Y^y. call, that the defendant is abroad, is not suflScient to entitle 
^- the plaintiff to a distringas. [Maukj J. — That was a dis- 

tringas to compel appearance; in such case the affidavit 
must be much more strict than in cases of distringas for 
proceeding to outlawry.] In Simp$on v. Zonef Graces {b)j 
the Court refused to grant a distringas where it did not 
appear that the defendant kept out of the way to avoid 
process. [Mauk, J. — It does not appear that that was a 
distringas to outlawry. Where a distringas simply is spoken 
of, I presume a distringas to compel appearance is meant] 
The present case is very different from that of Round v. 
Brmon (c), where it sufficiently appeared from the letters 
of the defendant that he had gone abroad to avoid 
service. 

Thirdly, no copy of the distringas was left at the last 
known place of abode of the defendant The 2 Wm. 4, 
c 39, s. 3, enacts that a copy of the distringas shall be served 
on the defendant if he can be met with, or, if not, shall be 
left at the place where such distringas is to be executed. 
[MauUj J. — That section applies only to writs of distringas 
to compel appearance. It is the 5th section which applies 
to distringas in proceedings to outlawry.] Tlie 5th section 
relates to proceedings after the sheriff's return of non est 
inventus or nulla bona; but it does not dispense with the 
necessity of leaving the writ, pursuant to the 3rd section, at 
the place where it is to be executed. [Mcnde, J. — Where, 
do you say, was this writ executed ? The return is non est 
inventus. fFUde, C. J. — The very foundation of the whole 
proceeding in outlawry, is that the writ cannot be executed.] 
If it be not necessary that it should be left at the defend- 
ant's last known place of abode, great hardship and injustice 
may be the consequence. [Wilde^ C. J. — The question is, 
whether the act of Parliament, or any rule of practice, 

(a) 7 Dowl. 607. (c) 1 Dowl. 860, N. S. 

{h) 2 Dowl. 10. 
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reqaires that to be done. Maule, J. — Suppose the defend- 1849. 
ant has no place of abode in the county into which the 
writ is issued* It is the common practice to issue the writ 
into a county where the defendant never had a place of 
abode.] 

Lastly, the exigent issued too soon. The notice on the 
back of the distringas, gives the defendant eight days after 
the return of the writ to enter an appearance. But here 
the exigent was issued the day after the return of the dis- 
tringas, and the defendant was actually proclaimed before 
the time for appearing had elapsed. [Maule, J. — ^That 
notice is inapplicable where the proceeding is to outlawry. 
In 2 Ont Arehb. 1 136, 8 th ed., it is said : '' It,"— that is, the 
exigent, — ^'must, it seems, be tested on the day on which 
the distringas was actually returned."] 

Per Curiam. 

Rule nisi granted on the first point, but refused 
on the other three. 



WaJlmgery Seijt., shewed cause. The order was not 
delivered out until after the affidavit had been re-sworn on 
the 13th of October, and it should, perhaps, in strictness 
have borne that date. But the Court will, if they think 
it necessary, allow the plaintiff to amend the date of the 
order. 

IMdeauXf in support of the rule« The order was made 
on the 12th, and was then complete and perfect But the 
Judge had no jurisdiction whatever to make it, since the 
affidavit was only sworn on the following day. [MauUy J. — 
The order was not issued until the 13th, and was made 
upon an affidavit sworn on the 13th. There certainly 
appears to have been some negligence on the part of the 
plaintiff in drawing up the order, and, therefore, you seem 
to be entitled to the costs of having his mistake rectified ; — 

VOL. VII. X D. & li* 
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1849. unless, indeed, you have lost your right to them by coming 
^^J^]^ here instead of going to Chambers.] The Court has no 
»• power to rectify the mistake by an amendment In Doe d- 

Hill V. ToUett (a), a nile had been obtained upon aflSdavits 
defectively intituled, and the Court refused to allow them 
to be taken oflF the file for the purpose of amending and 
re-swearing them. 

At all events, the Court will not allow the plaintiflF to 
amend until he asks for a rule for that purpose, and the 
defendant has an opportunity of shewing cause against the 
application. 

Wilde, C. J. — We are satisfied that the order of my 
Brother Tdlfaurd was by mistake misdated. It was not an 
order for any purpose whatever until it was delivered out ; 
and that was on the 13th, after the affidavit, as it stands at 
present, was sworn. The only difficulty I have felt has 
been as to amending it ; but I find we have authority for 
doing so. In Stevetisan v. Castle (ft), the Court allowed a 
ca. sa. to be amended, which varied from the judgment in 
the statement of the sum recovered. Again, in Walker v. 
Hawkey (c), the Court amended a capias ad respondendum, 
which was returnable on a day certain, by making it return- 
able on a general return day ; and this, too, after a rule had 
been obtained to quash the writ for uregularity. I have 
a perfect recollection of having fi:^uently made similar 
motions. I therefore think that this rule should be dis- 
charged on payment of costs by the plaintiff; and that the 
plaintiff should be at liberty to amend the order. 

Mattle, J., Williams, J., and Talfourd, J., concurred. 

Rule discharged accordingly. 

(a) Ante, vol. 1, p. 121. (e) 5 Taunt. 853 ; S. C. 1 Marsh. 

(6) 1 Chit. 349. 399. 
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IN THE THIRTEENTU TEAR OP THE REIGN OF VICTORIA. 



In re an Inquiry under the Lands Clauses Consolidation 

Act, 1846. 
Between Thomas Blakeway Bray, 

and 

The South Eastern Railway Company. 1849. 

JoLoGGINS moved for a rule, calling upon the Master Thecoitsof 

to review his taxation herein. inquiry** in 

It appeared that the South Eastern Railway Company tion^oAhe**^ 

had given notice under one of their private acts of tarlia- cS"^r^^ 

ment, to a Mr. Bray, that they required his land for the Act (8 & 9 

purposes of the act; and at the same time offered lOOOJl refer to the 

for his estate and interest therein. This offer was rejected ofrSe^h^ 

by Mr. Bray, who claimed double that sum. The company P*rt of the 

, , 51 it section ; 

issued their warrant to the sheriff, to summon a jury to namely, where 

-1 . • . 1 -J J a.i_ • /• 1 the landowner 

assess the compensation to be paid ; and the jury found a recorers more 

verdict for 1000/., being the sum previously offered. Upon *£feJJJ^"Se 

the taxation before the Master, under the 52nd section of company. 

therefore, he 

recovers less or an equal sum, the company is entitled only to one-half of tbc formal costs of 
the inquiry, and not to one-half of the costs of witnesses, ana counsel also. 

X 2 
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1819. the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 8 & 9 Vict c. 18, 

^^^y the Master refused to tax to the defendants any costs, 

^' anterior to those of summoning, impannelling, and returning 

Eastern the jury. He also refused to allow any costs in respect of 

counsel, attorneys, or any other expenses beyond the 

sheriff's charges, the officers' fees in summoning the jury, 

the expenses of the special jury, and the usual expenses 

attendant on the taxation. 

Hoggins. According to the case of Ro$s v. Ycrkj Sfc,^ 
Railway Company (a), it will perhaps be objected, that the 
taxation by the Master's certificate under the 52nd section 
of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 8 & 9 Vict c. 18, 
cannot be received by this Court ; the reference being to 
him as an original arbitrator, and not by virtue of any 
power delegated to him by this Court. But the decison in 
that case, which is that of a single Judge, has been since 
under the consideration of the fiill Court It is not songfat 
to question the correctness of that decision, unless the 
Court is clearly of opinion that the Master is wrong in the 
view that he has taken of the construction of the act The 
sections of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, which 
regulate the proceedings to be taken, where the amount of 
compensation is to be ascertained by inquiry before a jury, 
commence at section 39. The presetit question arises upon 
the construction to be put upon sections 51 and 52. Section 
51 enacts, that "on every such inquiry before a jury, where 
the verdict of the jury shall be given for a greater sum than 
the sum previously offered by the promoters of the under- 
taking, all the costs of such inquiry shall be borne by the 
promoters of the undertaking ; but if the verdict of the jury 
be given for the same or a less sum than the sum previously 
offered by the promoters of the undertaking," '' one-half of 
the costs of summoning, impannelling, and returning the 
jury, and of taking the inquiry and recording the verdict 

(a) Ante, vol. 5, p. 695. 
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and judgmeot thereon, in case such verdict shall be taken, 
shall be defrayed by the owner of the lands, and the other 
half by the promoters of the undertaking, and each party 
diall bear his own costs, other than as aforesaid, incident to 
such inquiry.** Here the verdict of the jury was for the 
same sum as had been previously offered ; and, therefore, 
the case comes within the second branch of the 51st section, 
by which *^ one-half of the costs of summoning, impannell- 
ing, and returning the jury, and of taking the inquiry^ and 
recording the verdict and judgment thereon,** is to be 
defrayed by the owner of the lands. Then comes the 52nd 
section, the marginal note of which is *^ particulars of the 
costs;" and that section enacts, that 'Hhe costs of any such 
inquiry shall, in case of difference, be settled by one of the 
Masters of the Court of Queen*s Bench," &&, ^^on the 
application of either party, and such costs shall include all 
reasonable costs, charges and expenses incurred in sum- 
moning, impannelling, and returning the jury, taking the 
inquiry, the attendance of witnesses, the employment of 
counsel and attomies^ recording the verdict and judgment 
thereon, and otherwise incident to such inquiry." Unless 
the words, ** the costs of any such inquiry,** are to be held 
as referring solely to the first branch of the 51st section, the 
company here, it is submitted, are entitled to one-half of 
those costs which the Master has disallowed. They are en- 
titled to ^^ one-half of the costs of " ** taking the inquiry," and 
the 62nd section defines what those costs are. [Pattescniy J. 
— Those words are used again in the 52nd section, as being 
included in ^* the costs of any such inquiry," and seem to 
intend something different from the costs of witnesses and 
counsel If the 52nd section is to be read as applying only to 
the first branch of the 61st section, then the words, ^' taking 
the inquiry," have a definite meaning. The construction you 
contend for would render them inoperative.] The intention 
of the Legislature, it is submitted, must have been, that 
where a landowner vexatiously refuses to accept a sum 
which the jury consider is the value of his land, he should 
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1849. be made to bear half the costs to which the company are 

'^''^;^^ put in going before a jury. 

p. Cur. adv. vult 

Sooth 
Eastern 

Railway Co. Patteson, J.— Without gi^ng any opinion as to whether 
this Court has power to review a taxation by the Master, 
under the 52 nd section of the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, I have considered the question, whether, assuming 
that it has, I can see that the Master, in the present case, 
has come to a wrong conclusion, in the construction which 
he has put upon this statute, and I do not think that he ha& 

The 51st section provides, in substance, that where the 
claimant succeeds, ''all the costs of such inquiry shall be 
borne" by the company. And the 52nd section says, that 
*' the costs of any such inquiry shall" '' be settled by one of 
the Masters," &&, '' and such costs shall include all reason* 
able costs, charges, and expenses incurred in summoning, 
impannelling, and returning the jury, taking the inquiry, 
the attendance of witnesses, the employment of counsel and 
attorneys, recording the verdict and judgment thereon, and 
otherwise incident to such inquiry." There is no doubt, 
therefore, that where the claimant succeeds in obtaining 
by the verdict of the jury a larger sum than the one pre- 
viously offered, he is entitled to the costs of witnesses and 
counsel. 

But the 51st section goes on to say, that when the com- 
pany succeeds, and the claimant recovers only the same or 
a less sum than that previously offered, that then, not ''all 
the costs of such inquiry," nor "half the costs of such 
inquiry ;" but " one half of the costs of summoning, impan- 
nelling, and returning the jury, and of taking the inquiry 
and recording the verdict and judgment thereon," "shall be 
defrayed by the owner of the lands, and the other half by 
the promoters of the undertaking, and each party shall 
bear his own costs, otherwise than as aforesaid," that is, 
"other than the costs of summoning," &c., "incident to 
such inquiry/* It seems to me, therefore, that the Legisia- 
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ture meant, that in such a case, the landowner and the 1849. 
company should share what may be termed the formal ^biuy 
costs ; and that each party should bear their own costs over ^' 
and above the formal costs. It may be remarked, that in Eabteem 
the 52nd section, the words ** the attendance of witnesses, 
the employment of counsel and attorneys," are interposed 
between the words "taking the inquiry," and "recording 
the verdict" I do not see how any other construction can 
be put upon these sections; for the claimant is clearly to 
bear one-half of the costs, and yet if the witnesses and 
counsel were to be added, the claimant might spend 200/1, 
whibt the company spent only lOOL, and yet these must be 
added together and divided; so that the company would 
then be the loser, which was clearly not the intention of 
the Legislature. 

I, therefore, think that the Master was quite correct in 
the conclusion to which he came, and that no rule ought to 
be granted. 

Rule refused. 



The Commissioners for Pavino, &c., the Town of Leaming- 
ton Priors v. George Moultrie, Esq., and Others, 
Justices, &c., and Edward Turner Acton (a). 

MM. AYES moved to make absolute a rule, which had Where no 
been obtained under the 11 & 12 Vict c. 44, s. 5, calling ^J^^arale^ 
on George Moultrie, Esq., and two other justices of the VJ^^i^yi^t, 
county of Warwick, and one Edward Turner Acton, to o. 44, t. 5, 
shew cause why the said justices should not issue a distress not make the 
warrant under a local act of Parliament, (6 Gea 4, for paving, ^^osts?^^ 
lighting, &a, the town of Leamington Priors), against the ?"^?*jf ^i 
said Acton, for the sum of 44 Jl 9«., being the costs of paving 
and flagging a certain footway, adjoining a certain house, 
of which he was the tenant and occupier. 

(a) This case wis decided in last Trinity Term. 
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1B49. Hayes. As do cause is shewn agiunst the rule, the 

^CoumM- Court, it is submitted, will make the rule absolute with 
noNEB8,&cof costs, as asainst the party who has rendered the application 

Lkamington ^^ * ^ , '^■^ 

Vmiou neceastarj. [Wightman^ J. — ^If jou had applied for a man- 
BIouLTEix damns instead, and no cause had been shewn, and the rule 
and Othon. mg^^ absolute, you must have made a separate application 
for the costs, against which the party might appear and 
shew cause. The present proceeding is merely subsdtuted 
for a mandamus.] It is submitted, that if this rule be made 
absolute generally, the party on whose behalf it is moved, 
cannot afterwards make a separate application for the costs 
of it The 5th section of 1 1 & 12 Vict c 44, enacts, that 
^ if after due service of such rule good cause shall not be 
shewn against it, the said Court may make the same abso- 
lute, with or without or upon payment of costs, as to them 
shall seem meet'' It would have been improper, therefore, 
to have asked for the costs in the rule. 

Cur. ado. mUt 

WiGHTMAN, J. — ^I have considered this case, and I think 
I ought not to allow this rule to be made absolute with 
costs. If the rule had prayed for costs, the party might 
have appeared to shew cause against it ; but as it did not, 
he might fiiirly suppose that it would only be made absolute 
in the terms in which it was moved. 

Rule absolute. 



Regina v. Bowen. 

The defendant, 1 HIS was a rule, calling upon the prosecutor to shew 
moved an cause why a side bar rule, ordering that it be referred to 
by**c«rSorari ^^^ coroner and attorney of the Court, to tax the costs to 

into this Coort, 

after verdict against him, obtained a rale for a new trial upon payment of ootts. Before a new 
trial bad, be died. Heid, that the bail were not liable for costs upon their reoognixances, which 
were in the usual form ; as the defendant had not been ** convicted *" within the ipeaninff of the 
6 Wro. &M. c. 11, B. 3. 
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be paid by the defendant or his baU, to the prosecutor or 1849. 
his attorney, should not be set aside with costs. 

The following facts appeared upon the affidavits. An 
indictment for obtaining money under felse pretences 
having been found against the defendant at the Midsummer 
Quarter Sessions, 1847, for the county of Cardigan, was 
removed into this Court by certiorari, at his instance. On 
the 2nd of October, 1847, recognizances were entered into 
by four persons (on behalf of two of whom the present 
application was made) in the usual form, for the defendant 
to appear in this Court on the first day of the ensuing 
Michaelmas Term, and plead and try in the same Term, or 
at the ensuing Cardiganshire assizes, and to '^ appear from 
day to day in the said Court, and not depart until discharged 
by the said Court." The indictment was set down for trial at 
the Spring assizes, 1848, for Cardiganshire, but was postponed 
from those assizes to the Summer assizes in the same year. 
At the latter assizes, the indictment was tried, and the de- 
fendant was found guilty on one count, and directed to appear 
for judgment when called upon. A rule was subsequently 
obtained on behalf of the defendant to arrest the judgment, 
or for a new trial. It came on for argument in Trinity Term 
last, 1849, and the Court then ordered that, upon pay- 
ment of costs by the defendant to the prosecutor or to his 
attorney, such costs, if necessary, to be taxed by the coroner 
and attorney of this Court, the verdict obtained for the 
prosecutor at the last Summer assizes, should be set aside, 
and a new trial had. The costs were taxed by the coroner, 
upon this rule, on the 13th of July, 1849, at B5L Us. Sd. 
On the 14th of July, which was the last day on which fiill 
notice of trial could be given, a notice of trial for the next 
Summer assizes for Cardiganshire was given by the defend- 
ant A summons was then taken out on behalf of the pro- 
secutor to set aside the notice of trial, the costs of the former 
trial not having been paid. This summons was attended 
before Lord Denman^ C. J., on the 18th of July, who 
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1849. made an order, ^^that on payment of the costs of the trial 
TT^'J ' and of this application to be taxed, &c., the notice of trial 
0* given on the 14th of July, 1849, do stand, otherwise the 

said notice of trial be set aside." The commission day was 
the 25th of July, but no notice was taken of the above 
order, nor were the costs paid. On the 4th of August, 
the defendant died. On the first day of the present Term, 
the side bar rule for costs was obtained, which was served 
on the bail on the 5th of November, with an appointment 
to tax for the 13th. The Master, however, deferred the 
taxation, and the present rule was obtained to set the side 
bar rule aside, against which, 

Townsend shewed cause. There are several authorities to 
shew that where a defendant dies after verdict, and before 
judgment, the bail are liable for the costs ; Rex v. Finmore {a) ; 
Rex V. Turner (J). [Patteson, J. — The objection made 
upon moving this rule, was that the side bar rule for costs 
ought not to include the bail in its terms.] It is submitted, 
that the bail are liable for these costs, and if so, the defend- 
ant being dead, they are the only parties interested in the 
taxation ; and are therefore entitled to notice of the rule (c). 
In Cameras Crown Pract p. 158, it is said '^ after final 
judgment, a side bar rule for costs may be drawn up at the 
Crown Office, upon production of the postea, (if upon a 
verdict), upon which an appointment may be obtained to 
tax the costs there, which must be served with the rule 
upon the defendant's attorney, and, in anticipation of 
proceedings against the bail to recover them, it may be 
advisable to serve the bail also, as they are parties interested 
as to the amount" [Pattesan, J. — The writer is speaking 

(a) 8 T. R. 409. that on referring to the rules in 

(6) 3 B. & C. 160 ; S. C. 4 D. the cases cited, it was found that 

& R. S 1 6. in neither case^ were the bail men- 

(c) It was stated by the Crown tioned in the rule. 

officer, on the motion for the rule, 
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there, of cases where final judgment has been signed, and 1849. 
the bail are liable.] If the bail are not liable here, they are 
not prejudiced by notice of the rule. The bail are only 
liable on their recognizances, and there must be a motion 
to estreat them before any process can issue against the 
bail. In Bex v. Turner (a), it was held that the bail were 
not liable, where after a verdict of guilty, the judgment was 
arrested. Here the verdict is only set aside conditionally 
upon payment of costs, and as no costs have been paid, the 
condition has not attached, and the verdict stands. At any 
rate, the bail have no right to come to set aside the side bar 
rule; for either they are not liable, and then the rule 
cannot afiect them, or they are, and then the rule properly 
gives them notice of the taxation. 

Ckasby^ in support of the rule. The side bar rule is in 
an unusual form, and if the bail ought not to be included 
in it, they are entitled to come to this Court to ask to set 
it aside. It is submitted that the bail in a case like the 
present are not liable. There has been no '^ conviction*' 
of the defendant within the meaning of the 6 Wm. & M. 
c. 1 1, s. 3. That section enacts, ^* that if the defendant 
prosecuting such writ of certiorari be convicted of the 
offence," &&, ^^ then the said Court of King's Bench shall 
give reasonable costs to the prosecutor," &c., ^* which costs 
shall be taxed," &c., ^* and that the prosecutor" *' shall," after 
demand made, *^have an attachment granted against the 
defendant," &&, ^* and that the said recognizance shall not 
be discharged till the costs so taxed shall be paid." How 
can it be said that the defendant has been '* convicted," 
where the verdict is set aside and a new trial has been 
granted ? The Court cannot see that upon a new trial the 
defendant might not have been acquitted. It b said, how- 
ever, that the rule granting a new trial was conditional 
upon payment of costs, and that the costs have not been 

(a) 16 £ast, 570. 
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1849. paid. The impositiou of such a condition in the rule 
prevents the defendant from taking down the case to a 
new trial, till he has paid the costs of the former one ; 
but the verdict is set aside notwithstanding. The proper 
course for the prosecutor in such a case to adopt is to apply 
to the Court to set aside the rule, unless the defendant 
pays the costs and proceeds to take the cause down for a 
new trial ; Champion v. Griffiths (a) ; Phillips v. Warren (h). 

[It was then arranged, that as a decision upon the above 
rule would not determine the question between the parties, 
the Court should, laying aside the objection to the form 
of the rule, determine whether, under the above circum- 
stances, the bail were liable for the costs.] 

Cur* adv. vult, 

Patteson, J. (c). — I am of opinion that the bail in this 
case are not liable to pay the prosecutor's costs. 

It is clear, that if the defendant be convicted and die 
before judgment the bail are liable, as a general rule : but 
when a rule is made absolute for a new trial, though on the 
term of payment of costs, and the defendant dies before a 
new trial can be had, it seems impossible to say that he has 
been convicted within the true meaning of the recognizance 
of bail. 

No doubt the defendant, by non-compliance with the 
condition as to payment of costs, had put it out of his 
power to proceed to trial at the assizes in August, and the 
order of Lord Denman setting aside his notice of trial is 
quite correct. But neither his default nor the order of 
Lord Denman did away with the rule for a new trial, or 
restored the original verdict Possibly the Court might 
have done this on motion, if the defendant had been alive 
in Michaelmas Term, and then, and not till then, judgment 

(a) I Dowl. 319, N. S. (c) In the Vacation after Mi- 

(6) Ante, vol. 3, p. 301 ; S. C. chaelmas Term. 
14 M. & W. 730. 



9, 
BOWBN. 
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might have been entered against the defendant, and the 1849. 
bail would have been fixed. The Court, however, might riqina 
have refused to set aside the rule for a new trial, and given 
fiuther time to pay the costs and proceed to trial. Even 
if the costs had been paid no trial could have taken place, 
for the defendant died before the assizes. 

Under the circumstances, I consider that there has been 
no conviction to warrant a judgment, and, of course, the 
bail cannot be liable. 

Rule absolute, without costs. 



Regina v. Whallet. 

On the return to a certiorari to bring up an inquisition Where upon 
taken by the Coroner of the borough of Leeds upon the ^ certiorari to 
body of Sarah Ann Whalley, by which she was found felo ^^'JP ^^ 
de se, it appeared that the inquisition was on paper, and '•'®^^J?'I^ 

not on parchment. tne inqairition 

was on paper 
instead of 

Sir F. Theriger now moved that the inquisition be glJ^^^J^** 
quashed, on the ground that it was on paper and not on granted a mle 
parchment (a). Without adverting to the older authorities absolate in tbe 
on the subject, it may be sufficient to refer to a recent *"* i^tance. 
statute, the 6 & 7 Vict c. 83, s. 2, which recites, that '< it 
is expedient to make provisions for supporting coroners in- 
quisitions, and for preventing the same from being quashed 
on account of technical defects;" and enacts, that ''after 
the passing of this act no inquisition found upon or by any 
coroner^s inquest," ''shall be quashed, stayed, or reversed" 
" for," &c., " nor (except only in cases of murder or man- 
slaughter) for or by reason of any such inquisition not being 
duly sealed or written upon parchment.^ Without stopping 



(a) Various other objections were taken to the inquisition, but as 
the Court pronounced no judgment upon them, they are omitted. 
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1849. to inquire the reason of the exception (a), the act clearly 
Rboina recognises what was undoubtedly supposed to be the law, 
^' namely, that inquisitions for murder and manslaughter 

must be upon parchment; and leaves such cases as they 
stood before. An inquisition finding a verdict of felo de se, 
is unquestionably an inquisition in a case of murder. In 
one case it was held that it was necessary, in an inquisition 
of felo de se, to have the words ** se ipsum murdravit ;** 
but in a subsequent case it was held that it was not, for 
they were included in fislo de se, there being no degrees in 
that offence. [He referred to Jerms an Caronersy p. 246, and 
1 Easfs Fleas of the Crown, p. 383.] 

Patteson, J. — This objection appears to me to be &tal. 
It has been always considered necessary that an inquisition 
for murder should be on parchment, and when the act of 
Parliament says that no inquisition shall be quashed for not 
being written upon parchment, except in cases of murder 
or manslaughter, and, as felo de se undoubtedly comes 
under the class of murder, I think it is quite dear that this 
inquisition is bad. The only question is, whether it should 
be a rule nisi or absolute in the first instance. As this is 
discretionary with the C/Ourt, and I cannot conceive any 
cause can be shewn — there being no one, in point of fact, 
in this case to shew cause, except the Coroner, — I think it 
would be useless to grant a rule nisi. The rule will, there- 
fore, be absolute in the first instance. 

Rule absolute. 



(a) Probably because on in- goods of the felo de se were not 

qnititionB in cases of murder and forfeited until it was fonnd of 

manslaughter only, conld a man record that he was felo de se ; 

be put upon trial without an in- and the inquisition was with that 

dictment being first found again st view, 
him by a grand jury. And the 
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1849. 

Elizabeth Harris v. Thomas Holler. 

Allen, Serjt, moved for a rule calling upon the plain- After pie* 
tiiTs attorney to furnish the defendant with particulars of Ltionofai. 
the plaintiff's place of residence. ST^ 

The action was brought for breach of promise of mar- *? of** l^- 

ticiu w of the 

riage, and had proceeded as far as plea pleaded. A similar residence of 
application to the present had been made to Patteson^ J., at be^fSmithed 
Chambers, when it appeared that the plaintiff, who had ^^fj"^?*"^' 
been formerly employed by the defendant to take charge poimd that the 
of a furnished house for him, was accused by him of having tppUottioo 
absconded with part of the furniture. The defendant did J^pJJJS? 
not know where she was, and the object of the application «» acriminil 

oiuuve. 

was to enable the defendant to arrest her upon the above 
charge. The learned Judge declined making any order, 
whereupon the present motion was made. 

Allen, Seijt The defendant does not know where the 
plaintiff resides, and he is entitled to that information. He 
may be willing to offer to marry her. [Pattesan, J.— When 
the parties were before me at Chambers, it was admitted 
that the object of this application was to enable the de- 
fendant to arrest the plaintiff on a criminal charge.] The 
Court will not inquire into what may be the consequences 
of the plaintiff's residence being disclosed. 

Patteson, J. — I have always considered this application 
as pointed at sham actions ; but here there is no dispute as 
to the person of the plaintiff. The object in the present 
instance is clear. I do not feel myself justified in aiding a 
criminal proceeding in this manner by a step in a civil 
suit. 

Rule refused. 
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A peremptory 

ffiyen under a 
Judge's order 
is the same as 
if given under 
a rale of Court, 
and if the 
plaintiff &ils 
to comply with 
it, the rale for 
indgment as 
m case of a 
nonsuit is a 
rale absolute 
in die first 
instance. 



ROWLINSON V. GiBBS. 

JL SPLAND moved for a rule absolute for judgment as 
in case of a nonsuit 

The plaintiff was under a peremptory undertaking to try 
under a Judge's order, and not by rule of Court The 
order was made upon setting aside upon terms a former 
rule for judgment as in case of a nonsuit Upon affidavit 
that the plaintiff had not complied with his undertaking, 
the present motion was made. 

Erle, J. — The plaintiff has had the benefit of the order. 
I think that the case is the same as if the peremptory 
undertaking had been contained in a rule of Court, and 
the rule may be absolute in the first instance. 



Rule absolute. 



Evans and Another v. Boviten and Others. 

A RULE was obtained in last Easter Term, calling upon 
the plaintiff to shew cause why proceedings in the above 
action, upon a replevin bond, should not be stayed* 

The facts, as they appeared upon the affidavits in support 
of the present rule, so far as they are material to the present 
case, were shortly as follow. On the 14th of October, 
1848, the plaintifis distrained upon the defendant, Thomas 
Bowen's goods, for certain rent alleged to be due finom him 
to the plaintiff, David Evans. On the 16th of October, the 
appear in that defendant, Thomas Bowen, caused a plaint in replevin to 

action. . . . 

Whether, be levied in the County Court of Carmarthenshire ; and on 

when a replevin 

suit is removed 

by certiorari by the plaintiff into this Court, under the 9 & 10 Vict c. 95, s. 121, the issuing a 

writ of pone per vtaios is the proper step to compel the defendant's appearance to the actiont 



The Court 
stayed pro- 
ceeidinjp in 
an action on 
a replevin 
bond, where 
it appeared 
that the de- 
fendant had 
not been able 
to declare in 
the replevin 
suit, owin^ to 
the plaintiff's 
neglect to 
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V. 
BOWEN 

•iidOUieni 



the foIIowiDg day entered into the usual replevin bond to 1849. 
the sheriff, to appear at the then next County Court, and evanh 
to prosecute the suit with effect, and without delay. The •»<* Another 
present plaintifls were duly summoned to appear at the 
then next County Court, held on the 14th of November. 
On that day, the defendant Bowen appeared and declared 
that the title to the land was in question, and that the rent 
was for more than 20L ; and he became bound with two 
sufficient sureties, under the 9 & 10 Vict c 95, s. 121, to 
prosecute the suit with effect and without delay. He ac- 
cordingly obtained a writ of certiorari, on the 20th of 
November, to remove the suit from the County Court into 
the Court of Exchequer, which was duly returned on the 
25th of the same month. On the 1st of December, search 
having been made for an appearance, and none having been 
entered, he caused a rule to appear to be issued out of the 
Court of Exchequer, ordering the plaintiff to appear on the 
18th of the same month. On the 31st of January, 1849, 
search having been again made for an appearance, and no 
appearance having been entered, he caused a writ of pone 
per vadios to be issued, returnable on the 15th of April. 
Before the return day, namely, on the 4th of April, the 
plaintifis obtained an assignment of the replevin bond, and 
on the 1 1 th of Aprils commenced the present action of debt 
against the defendants, upon an alleged breach of the con- 
dition of the bond. To stay the proceedings in that action, 
the present rule was obtained (a); against which. 



Poahley and C G. Addison now shewed cause (ft). The 



(a) The rule was also obtained 
on the ground of vexation on the 
part of the plaintiff David Evans, 
who had made former distresses, 
and Upon replevin being brought, 
had suffered judgment to be 
signed against him for want of 
an avowry ; but as the judgment 
did not proceed upon this point, 

VOL. VII. 



the facts, as well as the argu- 
ments, are omitted. Pashley v. 
Poote, 3 D. & R. 63; Camaby 
V. fVelby, 7 DowL 315, and Wade 
V. StiiMoii, ante, vol. 2, p. 658 ; 
S. C. 13 M. & W. 647, were re- 
ferred to by the plaintiff's coun« 
sel, on this part of the case. 
(b) Michaelmas Term, 1849- 

Y D. & U 
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1849. ground upon which this rule has been obudned, is that the 

Evans plaintifis themselves have hindered the defendant from pro- 

•nd Another ceeding with the replevin suit, by not appearing to the 

BowEN action ; but the Court will not now determine, on affidavits, 

stiff ^^hAM 

whether the defendant has prosecuted the replevin suit with 
effect In point of &ct he has not done so, as he should 
have obtained a rule prefixing a day for the plaintifis to 
appear, and then have proceeded by distringas, and not by 
writ of pone per vadios, which is not applicable when the 
replevin suit is removed by certiorari; 2 Chit Archb. 991, 
1004, 8th ed. [They referred to Camaby v. Welby (a) ; 
fFade v. Simeon (i), and Pashley v. Pook (c).] 

BoviUj in support of the rule. The course pursued by 
suing out a writ of pone per vadios, is, it is submitted, the 
correct one : but even if it is not, the plaintifis were bound 
to appear in the replevin suit, as it is clear, according to 
the practice, that the defendant could not declare, till they 
did so. This Court will interfere to prevent them from 
taking advantage of their own default in not appearing, 
by suing on the bond for a breach, which their own con- 
duct compelled the defendant to commit The case of 
Seal V. PkiUips (d)^ is expressly in point There, it was 
held, that a defendant, in replevin, was not entitled to an 
assignment of the replevin bond, on the phdntiff 's neglect- 
ing to declare at the next County Court, if he himself had 
not then appeared to the summons ; and that if he obtained 
an assignment and brought an action, the Court would, on 
application, stay the proceedings. [He referred also to 
Piffott V. Truste (c>] 

Cur. adv. vuU. 

Patteson, J. — This was an application to stay proceed- 
ings in an action on a replevin bond. A suit in i^plevin 

(a) 7 Dowl. 316. (c) 3 D. & R. 63. 

(6) 1 G. B. 610 ; S. C. ante, vol. (d) 3 Price, If. 
3, p. 27. («) 3 B. & P. 221. 



MICHAELMAS TERM, 13 VICT. 



323 



was remored firom the County Court into this Court, by 
Thomas Bowen, the plaintiff in replevin, one of the defend- 
ants in the present action. After the removal into this 
Court, it appears that the plaintiff in replevin did not 
declare ; and he could not do so, until the defendants in the 
replevin suit appeared. Steps were taken by him to compel 
the defendants in that action to appear. A rule to appear 
was sued out, and also a writ of pone per vadios, and before 
that writ was returnable, the present action was commenced. 
It does not appear that it was necessary for him to take any 
steps to compel the defendants' appearance, and if it did, it 
is doubtful, if the writ of pone per vadios was the proper 
writ to issue. It, however, shews that the plaintiff in the 
replevin suit was anxious to do all in his power to expedite 
proceedings in the suit. 

The case of Seal v. FfuOips, was relied on in support 
of the rule. There the Court stayed proceedings in an 
action on a replevin bond, for a breach of the condition in 
not declaring at the next County Court, where it appeared 
that his &ilure to do so, arose firom the defendant's neglect 
to appear in the replevin suit In an Anonymous c£ue, in 
Taunton*$ ReporU (a), which was referred to on the argu- 
ment, it was said that the Court would not stay proceedings 
on a replevin bond, on the ground that the action was pre- 
mature, and the plaintiff had been guilty of no default ; for 
that was a defence to the action, and might be pleaded in 
bar. 

Unless, therefore, it clearly appeared that the plaintiff's 
defiiult was occasioned by the defendants' own neglect, the 
Court would not interfere ; but as it is distinctly shewn that 
such was the case, and that the plaintiff was prevented from 
declaring by the defendants not appearing to the action, I 
think the case of Seal v. PhiUips applies, and that this 
rule must be made absolute, the costs to abide the event of 
the replevin suit, as was ordered in the case cited. 



1849. 



Etans 

and Another 

«• 

BOWSK 

•ndOclMn. 



(a) 5 Taunt. 7T0. 
T 2 
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1849. 



Evans 
and Another 

V. 
BOWBN 

mnd Oth«n. 



There is nothing td hinder the plaintifis in the present 
action, fix)m still appearing in the replevin suit, and if 
the defendant neglects to proceed, the bond may be put in 
force; but they can have no right to sue, unless the other 
party is enabled to go on with the replevin suit, which he 
cannot do, until the defendant in that suit appears. 



Rule absolute accordingly. 



Webb and Another, Executors, &c. v. Salmon. 

Same v. Spicer (a). 



In the Exchequer Chamber. 

To tn action £iRROR from the Queen's Bench, 
onapromisaory Assumpsit upon a promissory note made by the de- 
th!rd!^dML f®'^^®"^ ftJ^d delivered to the plaintiffs' testatrix, for the 
payment to the plaintiffs, as executors, of the sum of 
106Z. \6s. %d.y on demand, with interest for the same, at the 
rate of 4/. per cent per annum. 

Plea, that contemporaneously with and at the same time 
as the making of the said note, to wit, &c., a certain agree- 
ment in writing was made between the defendant and 



(a) The pleadings and point decided were the same in both cases. 



and pa/able 

on demand, 

the defendant 

pleaded, "that 

eontempo- 

raneonsiy with 

and at the 

lame time as 

the making of 

the note,** an 

agreement in 

writing was 

made between 

the defendant, 

and certain 

other persons, to wit, W. S., &c., and the plaintifis, whereby it was agreed that the note should 

not become due and payable, nor should the defendant be called upon to pay the same until one 

E. S. attained the age of twenty- five years, or if he should die before he attained that age^ then 

upon certain moneys and estate becoming divisible under the will of 0. S. ; that E. S. was alive 

and under the age aforesaid ; that the plaintifis received the note at the time of the making of 

the same, to wit, on, &c., "upon the terms and conditions of the said agreement, and upon no 

other terms or conditions whatsoever.** The defendant having obtained judgment upon this plea 

in the Court below, Hddt upon writ of error, (the Court below not having given any dedsion on 

the point,) that the plea was no defence to the action ; that the Court ocwld not intend ^t the 

agreement in writing between the plaintifis and the defendant formed oart of the same contraeC 

declared upon and so altered its legal effect ; and that the plaintiflb toerefore were entitled to 

judgment noo obstante veredicto. 
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1849. 



Wbbb 



Sams 
SncEM, 



certain other persoosy to wit, W. S., £. S., J. S., and 
K &, and the plaintifis, whereby it was agreed by and 
between the said parties to the said agreement, that the ^^ Anothwr 
said note should not become due and payable, nor should Salmon. 
the defendant be called upon to pay the same or any part 
thereof, until one Edmund Salmon attained the age of 
twenty-five years, or if he should die before he attained the 
age of twenty-five years, then upon certain other events 
happening, that is to say, certain moneys and estate be- 
coming divbible under the will of Catherine Smith (the 
plaintifls' testatrix) in the declaration mentioned, and not 
before. That the said Edmund Salmon is now and at the 
time of the commencement of the suit, to wit, &c., was 
alive, and within and under the age of twenty-five years, to 
wit, of the age of twenty- three years. That the plaintiffs 
accepted and received the said note at the time of the 
making of the same, to wit, on the day and year in that 
behalf aforesaid, upon the terms and conditions of the said 
agreement, and upon no other terms or conditions whatso-i 
ever. Verification, &c. 

Replication, that the said agreement in that plea, in that 
behalf mentioned, was not made between the defendant and 
the said other persons and the plaintifis, nor was it agreed 
between them in manner and form as in the plea alleged, 
and this the plaintifis pray may be inquired of by the 
country, &^ Thereupon issue was joined. 

At the trial, a general verdict having been found for the 
plaintifis, with leave reserved to the defendant to move to 
enter up the verdict for him on the above plea, if the Court 
should be of opinion that the evidence adduced proved it; 
and the defendant having moved accordingly, the rule on 
argument was made absolute. 

The point now relied on as the main ground cf error, 
and which was not raised in the Court below, was that the 
plea afibrded no sufficient answer to the declaration, and 
was bad even after verdict; and that the plaintifis were, 
therefore, entitled to judgment non obstante veredicto. 
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fVilks, for the plaintifiB in error, cited 2 fVins. Sound. 
160a, 6th ed.; BriU v. Crick (a); Adams v. Wordley (6); 
•nd Another Walmesley v. Cooper (c) ; Ford v. JB«w?A (rf> 
Salmon. 
®^*« Channel^ Seijt. (with whom was Prentice\ cited Hartley 

Spicbe. v. Wilkinson {e)\ Leeds v. Lancashire (/); ^oore v. Crro- 
^m (^) ; Stone v. Metcalfe (A) ; Bowerbank v. Monieiro (i), 
and Brown v. Langley (A)* 

C^. oc/v. tmft. 

Pabke, B., afterwards (/) delivered the judgment of the 
Court — A writ of error, in this case, was brought upon 
the judgment of the Court of Queen's Bench, and was sup- 
ported upon an objection which was not before that Court. 
It has been insisted, that the plea, found for the defendant, 
is bad in substance, and that although the plaintiffs might 
have moved for judgment, non obstante veredicto, in the 
Court below, and did not, still it is open to them to take 
that course now ; and we are of opinion, that the objection 
to the plea is well founded. [His Lordship here read the 
plea.] 

Independently of the allegations in this plea, that the 
agreement was contemporaneous, and that the note was 
accepted by the plaintiflb on the terms of that agreement, 
the plea would be manifestly bad. 

If the agreement were taken to be collateral or subse- 
quent, there are several &tal objections to it First, it is 
not averred to be founded on a sufficient consideration. 
Secondly, if it had been, it would not have been on a better 
footing than a covenant not to sue; and a plea of a cove- 
nant not to sue, in the same terms, would have been no plea, 

(a) 1 M. & W. 232. (/) 2 Campb. 205. 

(6) Id. 374. {g) 3 Gampb. 67. 

(c) 11 A. & E. 216. (A) 4 Campb. 217. 

{f) Ante, vol. 5, p. 610 ; S. C. (t) 4 Taunt 844. 

11 Q. B. 852. {k) 4 M. & G. 466. 

(e) 4 M. & S. 25. (I) In Trinity Vacation, 1849. 
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as it would have been a covenant not to sue for a limited 1849. 
time, and also a covenant made with other covenantees ^"y}^^ 
besides the defendants, either of which objections would ^^ AdoUmt 
have been fiital to such a plea. This was settled by the Salmon. 
case of Ford v. Beech^ in error, in which all the previous ^^^^ 
cases on the subject were reviewed. Sncia. 

The only question then is, whether this plea substantially 
states, that the promise in writing to pay the plaintiffs a 
certain sum with interest on demand, was really a promise 
in writing to pay that amount, not on demand, but on an 
alternative uncertain event, namely, on E. Salmon attaining 
the age of twenty-five, or if he died before that age, on 
certain moneys becoming divisible under the will of Ca- 
therine Smith; that is to say, the plea to be good in 
substance must have been bad on special demurrer, as an 
argumentative plea denying the making of the alleged 
note. 

We think that the plea does not, in substance, contain 
such a statement. The agreement is said to be ^* contem- 
poraneous," but it is perfectly consistent with its being 
contemporaneous that it was collateral. It is not averred 
to be parcel of the same agreement, and in order to appear 
to be so, it ought to be between the same parties. But the 
agreement in the declaration, is between the defendant and 
the plainti&, and the agreement in the plea, between the 
defendant and several others, of the one part, and the plain- 
tiflb of the other part; and we must assume that the 
agreement in the plea is set out according to its legal effect 
If the agreement (the real nature of which we learn firom 
the report of the decision in the Court of Queen's Bench (a), 
on the motion to enter a verdict for the defendant) had 
been capable of being considered as an agreement between 
the plaintifis and the defendant alone, as to the note in 
question, it should have been so pleaded. But as the record 
stands, we can only consider it as an agreement between the 

{a) 18 Law Journ., Q. B. 143. 
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Webb 
and Another 

V, 

Salmon. 
Same 

V. 

Snc£B. 
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plaintiffs on the one part, and the defendant and several 
others on the other part ; and we cannot intend it to be an 
agreement, in writing, between the plaintiffs and the defend- 
ant, forming part of the same contract as that declared upon, 
(thoogh on a different sheet of paper), and so altogether 
altering its legal effect Nor is the allegation, that the 
plaintiff accepted the note, on these terms, sufficient, even 
admitting that the allegation imported that the defendant 
gave it on those terms. If we assume the agreement to be 
collateral with the other allegations in the plea, (and we think 
we must), the allegation that the note was given and ac- 
cepted on the terms of that agreement, means only that it 
was given and accepted with a collateral undertaking, and 
carries the case no further. The judgment of the Court 
below must, therefore, be reversed, and judgment given for 
the plaintiffs non obstante veredicto. 



Judgment reversed. 



Newton, suing by Newton, his next fiiend. 



V, 



The London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway 
Company. 

The prochein J. HE plaintiff in the above action havine been nonsuited 

amy of an i.iii/»i -it 

infant plaintiff at the trial, the defendant proceeded to tax his costs, and 
soited, unliable baving obtained the Master's allocatur upon the postea, 
for the Msts made a demand of the amount with the usual formalities 

oi toe action, 

and an attach- upon the prochein amy. 

ment lies 

against him 

for not paving them when demanded. 

The mie for the attachment is a rule absolute in the first instance. 

A demand of the amount of the allocatur is sufficient, although no sum is named, nor the 
place, where the Remand was made, stated in the affidavit 

Heldt on motion to rescind a rule for an attachment, that it was no objection that the demand 
was made of the prochein amy, who was a barrister, in a passage leading from the Old Court to 
the New Court, at the Old Bailey, where he was attenoing professionally, and whilst he was 
conversing with his client. 
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BramweU moved for an attachment against the prochein 1849. 

amy for non-payment of the above costs. He referred to jjJJjJJZ""^ 

the practice as laid down in 2 Chit Archb. 1521-2, 8th ed, •• 

as shewing that the prochein amy was liable for the costs, BaiouroN, 

and that an attachment was the proper remedy if be reftised south Coait 

to pay them; and to Price v. Duggan (a), as an authority Railway Co. 
that the rule for the attachment should be absolute in the 
first instance. 

Fattbson, J. — There is no doubt that the prochein amy 
is liable for the costs, and that the remedy against him is 
by attachment ; and the case of Price v. Duggan is an 
authority that the rule for an attachment in such a case is 
absolute in the first instance. 

Rule absolute. 

On the following day> 

The prochein amy^ in person, moved that the rule be 
rescinded, on the ground that it had improperly issued. 
He produced an aflSdavit that he was a barrister, and that 
on the 23rd of October last (the day when the demand was 
made) he was attending at the Old Bailey, in the city of 
London, as counsel for the prosecution in an indictment, 
which he had drawn, and to conduct the prosecution in 
which he had been retained. That the indictment was 
coming on for trial that day ; and that at the time when 
the costs were demanded* he was standing in the passage 
between the Old and New Courts conversing with his client 
on the subject of the prosecution. 

He submitted, first, that the affidavit upon which the 
rule for an attachment had been obtuned was defective, in 
not stating where the demand of the costs was made. 
[Patieson, J. — I do not think it is necessary it should do so, 
and in practice I am informed it never does.] 

(a) 1 Dowl. 709* N. S. ; S. C. 4 M. & 6. 225 ; 4 Scott, N. R. 734. 
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1849. Secondly, it should state that the sam was named 

^^^(^^ when the demand was made. [^Pattesan, J. — The demand 

»• was of the amount of the allocatur, and the allocatur was 

LONOONf 

Bbiobton, shewn to him. That is sufficient] 

South Coast Thirdly, it now appears upon affidavit that the demand 
BailwayCo. ^,^3g improperly made. The party served was a barrister, and 
at the time of service was within the precincts of the Court 
engaged in his professional duties. It is of the utmost im- 
portance that parties whose presence is required in Courts 
of justice should not be kept away by fear of being served 
with process. The case of Cok v. Hawkins (a) is an autho- 
rity on this point There, a copy of a bill of Middlesex 
was served on the defendant whUst he was attending the 
sittings in a cause wherein he was defendant; and upon 
motion made against the attorney for a contempt, the ser- 
vice was contended to be regular, because it was not an 
arrest, which restrained the defendant of his liberty. But 
the Court said, " that the privilege was designed as well to 
prevent any interruption of the business of the Court, and 
it was equally a contempt" The report goes on to add, 
** and they would have committed the attorney, if he had 
not consented to waive the proceedings, and pay costs." 

Fourthly, the rule ought not to have been a rule absolute 
in the first instance. There may be some doubt whether 
an attachment lies at all against the prochein amy ; and 
although it is stated in 2 Chit Archb. 1622, 8th ed., that it 
does, the case cited in support of the passage does not fiilly 
bear out that position* Besides, it is stated by the same 
authority, that execution for costs may be sued out against 
the in&nt ; for which the cases of Gardiner v. HoU (b), and 
Dow V. Clark (c), are cited. Under 6 & 7 Vict c 85 it 
has been held, that a prochein amy is not a party to the 
record, so as to prevent his being called as a witness. 



(a) 2 Stra. 1094. (c) 2 Dowl. 302 ; S. C. 1 C. 

(b) Ibid. 1217. & M. 860. 
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There was, therefore, sufficient doubt about the matter to 1349. 
make it proper to have granted a rule to shew cause only newtom 
in the first instance, and not a rule absolute. It is true . ** 

LOMDON, 

that in JMce v. Duggan (a) a rule absolute appears to have BEiaBxoM» 
been granted, but that case turned upon another point, and Soum Coast 
no objection was raised. Railway Co. 

Patteson, J. — With respect to the question of the liabi- 
lity of an infiint plaintiff who sues by his next friend, and 
against whom a verdict has passed for the costs of the 
action, the cases cited only shew that where he has been 
taken in execution for them, the Courts have declined to 
interfere to discharge him, saying they left him to his writ 
of error ; but it has never been held that he, and not the 
prochein amy, was the party liable for them. On the con- 
trary, those cases tend to shew that he ought not to have 
been the party proceeded against, but that the prochein 
amy was the party liable. 

I find it laid down as a rule in all the books of practice, 
that the remedy for the recovery of costs is against the 
prochein amy, and not against the infant, and that the mode 
of proceeding is by attachment In Abrahams v. Taunr 
ton (i), the application was to make a rule absolute for 
payment of costs, under the 1 & 2 Vict c 110, & 18, 
against a prochein amy, and it was contended that the same 
proceedings were not requisite as in case of an attachment 
for non-payment of costs ; but it was never denied for a 
moment in that case that the prochein amy was liable for 
costs, and that an attachment would be granted against him 
to enforce them. Indeed, Mr. BalVs aigument, who was 
counsel for the prochein amy, was that ** the practice" had 
** invariably been to proceed against the prochein amy by 
attachment f and it was assumed throughout that case that 



(a) 1 Dowl. 709, N. S.; S. C. (6) Ante, vol. 1, p. 319. 
4 M. & G. 225 ; 4 Scott, N. R. 734. 
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1849. the procbein amy was liable, and tbat an attachment was 

'"jp^^'"""'^ the proper remedy. Therefore, whether the infiint is liable 

9- or not, it seems abundantly clear that the prochein amy is. 

BuoBTON, What is the meaning of admitting an infant to conduct the 

SouniCoAn ^^^ ^7 prochein amy, unless the prochein amy places himself 

RAawAYCa Jq the character of a plaintiflF, and so becomes liable as a 

plaintiff to be amerced in costs if he £eu1s in the suit ? 

Then if this were the case of an ordinary plaintiff, the 
costs having been taxed and the Master's allocatur given, 
execution might issue at once. Inasmuch, however, as the 
prochein amy is not an actual party to the record, an attach- 
ment goes in the nature of execution ; and the attachment 
does not go at once, as according to the practice of the 
Court, a personal demand of the money must first be made. 
When, however, there has been a personal demand, the case 
of IMce V. Duffffan (a) shews that the rule for an attach- 
ment may be absolute in the first instance. 

As regards the demand being made at an improper time 
and place, the case of Cok v. Hawkins (ft), which has been 
referred to, was the case of service of process. I conceive 
there is a distinction in the case of process, which is the 
act of the Court, and a mere demand of money, which is 
the act of the party. But even in tb^e case cited the Court 
do not say that the service of the process is void. On 
the contrary, they seem to treat it as valid ; for they put a 
force upon the attorney, saying they will commit him if he 
does not withdraw the process ; whereas if they had con- 
sidered it as void, they might have set it aside. Therefore, 
even if thb were a case of service of process, I should be 
strongly disposed to hold that the Court could not set it 
aside. It is, however, a demand of money. No objection 
was made at the time to the place where the demand 
was made, which was effected so far back as the 23rd 



(a) 1 Dowl. 709, N. S ; S. C. 4 M. & 6. 225 ; 4 Scot^ N. R. 734. 
ib) 2 Stra. 1094. 



MICHAELMAS TERM, 18 VICT. 333 

of October. The place, therefore, did not of itself make it a 1349. 
void demand. It has moreover been said, that it should be Nswrmr 
made at a convenient place, where the party of whom it is *• 

demanded may be enabled to comply with the demand. Bbighton, 
That rule, however, cannot be taken to its full extent; for South CoAtr 
a demand in the street is dearly good, and yet where the ^^^"-"^^^ ^' 
amount is large, the defendant cannot be supposed to carry 
the amount always about with him. The demand is not 
made to be complied with at the moment, but with the 
view of adopting further proceedings if the amount be not 
paid within a reasonable time. Here a su£Scient interval 
has elapsed before the application for the attachment, and 
the money has not been paid. 

I therefore think that the attachment has properly issued, 
and the present application must, consequently, be refused. 

Rule refused. 



Kebnb v. Ward. 



[Coram Pattesan, •/!, and Erle^ •/.] 

AIEBT for work and labour, &c., as an attorney. ^^ ittorney'i 

Plea, amongst others, that no signed bill of costs, &c, ^^'^Jjf^** 
had been delivered pursuant to the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, s. 37 ; Tarious items 

J . , reUtinff to 

and issue thereon« tweWeMtioiit, 

At the trial, which took place before Lord Denmatij C. J., ^^^^j!^^ 

' * Dine wer© 

at the sittings at Westminster, after Hilary Term, 1849, it stated to be 

in theCoart 
of Eichecraer, 
two in the Court of Common Plots, and the remaining one was not described as of any 
Court, although it was clear from the nature of the items that the action was in one of the 
sm>erior Courts of common law : Hddt on an issue of no signed bill delifered under the 6 & 7 
Viet. 0. 73, 8. 37, in an action to recoTer the amount, that the bill was sufllcient, as it gare 
reasoniA>le information upon which the defnldant might take advice is to having it taxed. 
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1849. appeared that the plaintiff had done business for the de- 
fendant as an attorney to the amount of 102L ITs. Sd., in 
condacting Tarious actions. The bill of costs, which had 
been delivered^ contained yarioos items relating to twelve 
actions^ of which nine were shewn to be in the Coort of 
Exchequer, two in the Court of Common Pleas, and the 
remaining one, the items in which amounted to about 122., 
and were headed ** Yourself ats. Evans," was not described 
as of any Court, although from the nature of the items it 
was clear that the business was done in a common law 
action in one of the superior Courts. The defendant 
objected that the bill of costs was insufficient, for not 
specifying in what Court the business was done in respect 
of which these items were charged. A verdict was taken 
for the plaintiff, with leave to the defendant to move to 
enter a nonsuit, if the Court should be of opinion that the 
bill was defective in this respect A rule nisi having been 
accordingly obtained. 

Ham shewed cause (a). The bill of costs is sufficient 
The act of Parliament, 6 & 7 Vict c. 73, s. 37, does not 
expressly require that the name of the Court in which the 
business is transacted, should be stated; and it can only be 
necessary to enable the defendant to advise as to the expe- 
diency of taxing the bilL That is the ground upon which 
the Courts have proceeded in superadding this requisition 
to those of the statute ; and substantial information upon 
this point, is all that is requisite ; Engkheart v. Moore (&)• 
In Martindale v. FaJkner (c), it was held that it was not 
necessary that the items should be entitled in a cause or 
Court, if from the bill taken altogether, it can reasonably be 
ascertained in what Court and cause the business was tran»- 



(a) In the Vtcatioii after MU 15 M. & W. 648. 
cbaelmai Term. (c) Ante^ voL 3, p. 600 ; S. C 

(&) Ante, voL 4, p. 60 ; S. C. 2 C. B. 706. 
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acted. The case of Sargent ▼• Crannan {a), is an authoritj 
to the same effect; and is indeed a stronger case than the 
present, for there no Court at all was named. Here the 
greater part of the business was done in the Court of Ex- 
chequer, and, therefore, the bill was tasmble in that Court, 
no matter in whatever Court the business, in respect of 
these items, was transacted (b). The practice is so stated 
by Parhe, &, in Ivimey v. Marks (c). The 6 & 7 Vict 
c. 73, s. 37, gives the power to any Judge of the Superior 
Courts, where the bumness has been done in any other than 
a Court of equity, to refer the bill to taxation. The case 
of Ivimey v. Marks, will probably be relied on, as shewing 
that the bill is an entire thing, and that when one item is 
defective, the whole bill is defective. But there the work 
was partly done in a Court of equity, and partly in a Court 
of law ; here all the items are in a Court of law, and there can 
be no difficulty in ascertaining the correctness of the charges 
made. In Lewis v. Primrose (d)y no Court was named in 
which any of the business was done. 

BramwelU in support of the rule. The bill ought to 
contain sufficient information to enable the defendant to 
get advice as to the propriety of having it taxed. Unless 
the Court is stated in which the business is done, it is im- 
possible that such advice can be given. If such information 
is wanting as to particular items, the whole bill is defec- 
tive ; Ivimey v. Marks. It is said, however, that the items 
appear to be such as could only be incurred in a Court 
of law; but that is not sufficient, unless it appear in 
what Court they are incurred. In Lewis v. Primrose, the 
items in the bill were in respect of an action in a Court of 
law ; but that was held not sufficient, without shewing in 
which Court the items were incurred. To the same effect 

(a) Ante, toI. 6» p. 691 ; S. G. (e) 16 M. & W. 843, 7 ; S. G. 
7 G. B. 742. mUe, vol. 4, p. 709. 

(6) See 2 Geo. 2, c. 22, s. 23. (d) 6 Q. B. 266. 
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1849. are the cases of Engkheart v. Moore (a), and Ivimey v. 
^[^^ Marks (J). In MarHnddk v. Palkner {c\ and Sargent v. 
V- Oannon (cQ, the business was done in Chancery, which, for 

the purpose of taxation^ is but a single Court 

Cur. adv. vuU. 



Patteson, J., afterwards delivered the judgment of the 
Court — ^In this case, the plaintiff's bill related to twelve 
actions, of which nine were shewn to be in the Exchequer, 
two in the Common Pleas, and as to the remaining one, the 
items of which were of small amount, the Court was not 
named, and there was no ground for any further intend- 
ment than that it was brought in one of the three superior 
Courts of law. 

For the defendant, it was contended that this defect ren- 
dered the bill insuflScient; and Ivimey v. Marks was relied 
on, as deciding a bill to be insufficient if there was any one 
item for business done in a Court, and the Court could not 
be ascertained either expressly or by intendment But on 
examining the fects of that case, the judgment does tiot 
appear to us to lay down the law so contended for. The 
bill was for business, partly in Chancery, and partly at 
common law, and in respect of that at common law, the bill 
did not shew any Court for any part, nor make it apparent 
whether a superior or inferior Court was intended. No 
one could advise as to the taxation of the part of the bill at 
common law, either in respect of amount, or of the proper 
officer for taxation^ and as part of the bill could not be 
referred for taxation, therefore, the bill was insufficient, 
both for the Chancery and the common law parts. 

But the present bill contains all the requisites for giving 

(a) Ante^ vol. 4» p. 60 ; S. C. (c) Ante, vol. 3, p. 600 ; S. C. 
15 M. & W. 548. 2 G. B. 706. 

[b) 16 M. & W. 843; S. C. {d) Ante, vol. 6, p. 691 ; S. C. 
ante, vol. 4, p. 709. 7 C. B. 742. 
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such advice. The Court to which application would be 1849. 
made, would in ordinary course, though not necessarily, be ^^^^^ 
that in which the principal part of the business was done, *• 

and suflScient information on that point is given; and 
although the Court is not specified in respect of one action^ 
still that action appears to have been brought in one of the 
superior Courts, in all of which the taxation is substantially 
on the same principle, and, therefore, the materials are 
given for advising in respect of the amount of the chaiges 
made. 

The cases decided upon the 2 Geo. 2, c. 23, are dis- 
tinguishable, both because that statute difiers from the 
present in respect of the jurisdiction to tax, and because 
the bills there in question, did not contain information to 
the same extent as the present bilL And the cases upon 
the statute now in force, deciding that a reasonable intend- 
ment may be made in support of bills intended to be 
delivered in compliance therewith, are in favour of the 
present plaintiff. 

In requiring the delivery of an attorney's bill, the Legisla- 
ture intended that the client should have sufficient materials 
for obtuning advice as to taxation ; and we think that we 
fulfil that intention, by holding the present bill sufficient 
within that principle ; whereas if we required, in respect of 
every item, a precise exactness of form, we should go 
beyond the words and meaning of the statute, and should 
give facilities to dishonest clients to defeat jUst claims upon 
a pretence of a defect of form, in respect of which they had 
no real interest. 

Rule discharged^ 
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1849. 

Bbouoh v. Eisenbero. 
(Coram Pattesan, J., Coleridge^ JI, and Wightman^ J.) 

AdifttrinflTM A. RULE was obtained in last Trinity Term, (9th of 

•p^MurtnceT June), calling on the plaintiff to shew cause why an order 

Sm^*w^e2*the ^^ Wtgktman^ J., should not be rescinded, and why a writ 

defendant wai of distringas issued in pursuance thereof, and all subsequent 

plaintiff having proceedings should not be set aside. 

fS°beS^S^ The affidavits stated the following facts, A writ of 

thUTOuntr? suninions having been issued, on the 12th of December, 

isanirregu- 1848, the usual number of calls and appointments were 

and not a noL made at the defendant's house, in order to serve him with 

**>i.n appli- ^^ ^^^ ®"^^ ^^e answers received, were that he was not at 

cation to get home, and that it was not known when he would return. 

It aside most, 

therefore, be Upon an affidavit of these facts, and that the deponent 
^"^ ^* beUeved that he was keeping out of the way to avoid service, 
fVtffhtman, J., made an order for a writ of distringas to 
issue to compel an appearance according to the statute. 
The writ was issued and returned nulla bona and non est 
inventus, and on the 20th of January, 1849, an appearance 
was entered for the defendant by the plaintiff. Judgment 
was afterwards signed for want of a plea, and execution 
issued, under which the defendant's goods were seised, and 
sold in February, 1849. The plaintiff *s attorney, (who 
was in truth the real plaintiff suing in the name of his 
sister as indorsee of bills of exchange) knew, as it was 
alleged, that the defendant had left England for Dresden, 
in September, 1848. On the 16th of November, 1848, the 
defendant sent his wife and children home to England, but 
did not return with them, and they resided at Tunbridge 
Wells until his return. The first intimation, according to 
the defendant's account, which he received of the proceedings 
taken against him, was by a letter from his wife, which 
he received at Dresden in the latter part of March, 1849, 



£MXNB£Ea« 
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acquaintiiig him with the fact that his goods had been ^^^9« 
sold under an execution, at the suit of the plaintiff. This Bbooom 
news, he stated, so affected him, that it brought on an attack 
of illness, and although he was on the point of starting for 
England, his arrival in London was thereby delayed until 
the 2nd of June in the same year. The present rule was 
obtained on the 9th of the same month. It appeared from 
his passport, which was annexed to his affidavit, that he 
was at Ostend on the 30th of April, 1849. 

The affidavit, in answer, stated, that when the defendant 
went abroad, he told the plaintiff's attorney that he would 
not be abroad for more than a month, or at all events not 
beyond the time when the bilk became due. That the 
plaintiff's attorney afterwards, in December, 1848, received 
information, which he believed to be true, that the defendant 
had returned to this country. It also appeared, that from 
letters received from the defendant's wife, there was reason- 
able ground for supposing that the defendant was aware, as 
early as in January, 1849, of the proceedings which had 
been taken against him. 

The Attamey-Genend, Mattin and Ltuh shewed cause. 
The distinction taken in 1 ChiL Archb. 128, 7th ed, be^ 
tween a distringas to compel an appearance, and one to 
proceed to outlawry; namely, that in the former case, if 
the defendant be abroad at the time the distringas issues, it 
will be set aside; — is not warranted by the terms of the 
Stat 2 Wm. 4, c. 39, s. 3 (a). That statute does not contain 

(a) ** That in case it shall not» according to the exigency 

be made appear by affidavit, thereof, appeared to the action^ 

to the latisfactbn of the Court and cannot be compelled so to 

out of which the process issued, do without some more efficacious 

or, in Vacation, of any Ju4ge process, then and in any such, 

of either of the said ConrU, case it shall be lawful for such 



that any defendant has not Court or Judge to order a writ of 

been personally served with distringas to be issued, directed 

any such writ of summons as to the sheriff of the county 

hereinbefore mentioned, and has wherein the dwelling-house or 

z 2 
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1849. 



Beough 

V. 
ElSENBEBO. 



any provision requiring the presence of the defendant in 
this country, in order to entitle the plaintiff to the writ, or 
make any distinction, in effect^ between a distringas to 
enter an appearance, and one to proceed to outlawry. In 
fFhite v. Johnson (a), it was doubted whether it was a 
ground for setting aside a writ of distringas, issued on a 
sufficient affidavit, that the defendant was abroad at the 
time it was attempted to serve the summons. 

At all events, a distringas thus issued, is but irregular, 
and the defendant must come promptly to object to it. 
Here the defendant knew of the proceedings previous to 
his being at Ostend on the 30th of April, 1 849, and yet 
took no step to set them aside until more than a month 
afterwards. 



place of abode of each defendant 
shall be Bitaate» or to the eberiff 
of any other county, or to any 
other officer to be named by each 
Court or Judge, in order to com- 
pel the appearance of such de- 
fendant ; which writ of distringas 
shall be in the form, and with the 
notice subscribed thereto, men- 
tioned in the schedule to this act, 
marked No. 3{ which writ of 
distringas and notice, or a copy 
thereof, shall be served on such 
defendant, if he can be met with, 
or, if not, shall be left at the place 
where such distringas shall be 
executed; and a true copy of 
every such writ and notice shall 
be delivered together therewith 
to the sheriff or other officer to 
whom such writ shall be directed ; 
and every such writ shall be made 
returnable on some day in Term, 
not being less than fifteen days 
after the teste thereof, and shall 
bear teste on the day of the issuing 
thereof, whether in Term or in 
Vacation; and if such writ of 



distringas shall be returned non 
est inventus and nulla bona, and 
the party suing out such writ 
shall not intend to proceed to 
outlawry or waiver, according to 
the authority hereinafter given, 
and any defendant against whom 
such, writ of distringas issued 
shall not appear at or within 
eight days indnsive after the 
return thereof, and it shall be 
made appear by affidavit to the 
satisfaction of the Court out of 
which such writ of distringas 
issued, or, in Vacation, of any 
Judge of either of the sud Courts, 
that due and proper means were 
taken and used to serve and exe- 
cute such writ of distringas, it 
shall be lawful for such Court 
or Judge to authorise the party 
suing out such writ to enter an 
appearance for such defendant, 
and to proceed thereon to judg- 
ment and execution." 

(a) 1 Gale, lOS ; S. C. 6 Tyr. 
1033. 
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Sir F. Thetigery W. fFhaieky, Cockburn and BramweU, in 1849. 
support of the rule. The distinction between a distringas g^JJ^^ 
to compel an appearance, and one to proceed to outlawry, *• 

is well settled in practice ; and the plaintiff on applying for 
the writ, must state which object he has in view; Fraser v. 
CoMe (a)L In Partridge v. Wallbank (ft), the affidavit used 
to obtain a distringas to compel an appearance, shewed on 
the iace of it that the defendant was abroad, and the Court 
set aside the entry of appearance for the defendant, and 
judgment signed thereon, as irreguhur. In Tayhr v. Lord 
Shiort de Rotluay (e), the Court granted a distringas to 
compel appearance against a peer, although it was admitted, 
that a distringas to proceed to outlawry could not have 
been had, inasmuch as a peer is presumed always to be in 
this country. Snape v. JTie Earl of Waldegraoe (d), is an 
authority to the same effect In Eidaik v. Marshall (e\ 
the Court set aside a judgment for irregularity, where the 
affidavit, on which the distringas to compel an appearance 
had been obtuned, did not state the deponent's belief that 
the defendant was within the realm. [They referred also to 
Norman v. Winier (/).] 

Tlie proceedings here are not merely irregular, but null. 
Taking them, however, even as irregular only, there has 
been no laches on the part of the defendant in coming to 
the Court He did not arrive in London until the 2nd of 
June, and this rule was moved for on the 9th of that month, 

Cur, adv. vult. 

CoLEBiDOB, J., now delivered the judgment of the Court 
— In this case we are satisfied that on the 12th^ 13th, and 
14th of December, 1848, when calls were made for the 

(a) 1 Dowl. 7^ ; S. C. 9 Bing. 4 M. & G. 388 ; 5 Scott» N. R. 1 83, 

464 ; 2 M. & Scott, 720. (* 2 Dowl. 401. N. S. 

(*) 2 M. & W. 893. (e) 4 Bing. N. C. 172. 

(c) 2 Dowl. 121, N. S. ; S. C. (/) 5 Bing. N. C. 279- 




342 CASKS ON POINTS OF PAACTICN, Q. B. 

1849. purpose of serving the writ of summons^ the defendant was 
abroad. The vrrit of distringas ought, therefore, to have 
been in order to proceed to outlawry, and not in order to 
compel appearance; and beii^ for the latter porpose, and 
so acted on, was irregular, aooording to the case of Pdrtridge 
V. WdObank {a\ and other cases. The affidavit, however, 
on which the distringas was obtained, stated the belief of 
the deponent that the defendant was keeping out of the 
way to avoid process, and it is contended that this was a 
deception and fraud practised upon the learned Judge who 
ordered the writ We are of opinion that diere was no 
decepticm practised* The defendant had gone abroad in 
September, but there was good reason to believe that he 
would return after no long period, and that he had returned 
in December. His wife and servants had returned, and 
were at Tunbridge Wells, and the plainUflfs attorney (who 
is in truth the real plaintiff, suing in the name of his sist^ 
as indorsee of bills of exchange)^ was informed by a person 
in France, whom he had good reason to credit, that the 
defendant himself had returned. The distringas being 
returned nulla bona and non est inventus^ an appearance 
was entered by order of a Judge, and regular proceedings 
taken to judgment and execution, under which the defend- 
ant's goods were seized in the month of February, 1849, 
the defendant being still abroad. He swears that he did 
not hear of this until he was informed of it by a letter from 
his wife, which reached him at Dresden in the month of 
March ; that he was too ill to come home directly, and that 
he did not reach London till the 2nd of June ; that he then 
made inquiries and instructed an attorney, and this rule to 
set aside the proceedings was obtained on the 9th of June. 
But it appears by his passport, which he has put in as part 
of his case, that he arrived at Ostend on the 30th of April, 
sod he does not at all account for the time between that 

(a) 3 M. & W. S93. 
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day and the 2nd of June. His wife also swears that she 1849. 
remained at Tunbridge Wells till his return to England, BaouoH 
and it is shewn by the affidavits of persons there, that she ^ *- 
quitted Tunbridge Wells about the 2nd of May, saying that 
she was going to Isleworth, where the defendant had a house. 
There seems, therefore, to be much reason to believe, that 
although the defendant might not reach London till the 
2nd of June, yet that he might be in England a month 
sooner. At all events, he was at Ostend, on his way to 
England, on the 30th of April, and knew then, and had 
known some time before, of the execution and sale under 
it So that there was an abundance of time for him to have 
instructed an attorney to take proceedings for the purpose 
of setting aside this execution at least a month before such 
proceedings were taken. 

Under all these circumstances, we think that the obtaining 
the distringas was matter of irregularity only, and that the 
defendant was too late in the steps he took. Much matter 
i^pears oa the affidavits as to the nature of the transactions 
betwena the parties, and the conduct of both the real plain- 
tiff and of the defendant, and other parties connected with 
them, upon which we do not think it necessary to make 
any observations, as they do not form the grounds of the 
decision at which we have arrived, viz., that this case is one 
of irregularity only, and that the application is too late. 
The rule must be discharged, with costs. 



Rule discharged accordingly. 
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1849. 

In re HuMPHBETSy Genu, One, &c. 

An tttorney VrNE Humphievs had senred under articles of derkship 

OrMtSeHMos to an attorney of the Court of Ghneat Searions in Wales. 

«l7u1iu" Upon the articles the duty of 60/. had been paid. On 

nittad aa at- hjg admisrion as an attorney of that Court in 1820, he 

torneyofthe "^ . 

fopcnor paid the admission duty of 252. He was in actual practice 

the 11 G«o. 4 at the time of passing the 11 Gea 4 & 1 Wm. 4, c. 70, 
* 70^*^17* onder sect. 16 of which act, his name was, in the year 1831, 
UpoB pay- entered upon the roll provided in this Court pursuant to 
the (Bflerence that section ; and he had continued to practise ever smce 
UTMD^ dnij ^ ^^ attorney and sdidtor within the principality of Wales. 
gU^^P~ In the present Term (November 22) this Court granted 
cWfcsh^of an attachment against him for conducting a suit in this 
the Court of Court without having been first admitted an attorney 
SwStS thereof under the 11 Gea 4 & 1 Wm. 4, c. 70, s. 17; 
thatpeyable but directed that it should lie in the office until the fifth 

npon thoee of , , . 

an attorney of day of the following Term, in order to give him the oppor- 
oJ^uT"^ tunity of obtaining his admission, in which event, and on 

the payment of the costs of the application, the attachment 

was not to be enforced. 

On a subsequent day (November 24), 

PiiUihg moved that the applicant should be admitted an 
attorney of this Court, without the payment of any fiirther 
duty. The 11 Geo. 4 & 1 Wm. 4, c. 70, s. 17, enacts, 
** that all attomies and solicitors now actually admitted and 
practising in any of the said Courts of Sessions or Great 
Sessions may be admitted as attomies of the said Courts 
at Westminster, in like manner as is now or may be here- 
after prescribed for the admission of other persons as 
attomies therein, upon payment of such sum for duty, in 
addition to the sum already paid by them in that behalf, 
as shall, together with such latter sum, amount to the fiill 
duty required upon admission of attomies in the said 
Courts at Westminster." Humphreys is entitled to be 
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admitted an attorney of this Court upon the payment of 1849. 
such a sum aa, together with the former sum paid by him, ^/^ 
would amount to the fiill duty required upon the admission HuMPHasYs. 
of an attorney in the superior Courts. The sum required 
to be paid upon admission as an attorney of the superior 
Courts is 26L, according to the schedule to the 55 Greo. 3, 
c 184. Some doubt may exist whether the same amount 
of duty is payable upon admission as an attorney of the 
Court of Great Sessions at Wales, as upon admission as an 
attorney for the superior Courts ; but, at any rate, Hum- 
phreys has paid the full amount of 25L, and has, therefore, 
complied with the words of the statute, by ** having pud 
the full duty required upon admission of attorneys in the 
Courts at Westminster." The Legislature has always 
treated the duty upon the articles of clerkship and that 
upon the admission of the attorney as distinct ; and no 
liability to pay the extra duty upon the articles of clerkship 
could attach, unless specifically provided for by the statute. 
The statute, as it imposes a stamp duty, is to be construed 
strictly (a). [He referred to note (a) to Ex parte Davies (i).] 

Afterwards, in Hilary Term, 1850, 

Patteson, J., delivered judgment — Before the Court 
of Great Sessions in Wales was abolished by stat. 11 Gea 4 
& 1 Wm. 4, c 70, the duty on articles of clerkship in order 
to admission in the Courts at Westminster was \20t ; for 
the Great Sessions, 601 ; the duty on actual admission was 
the same {261) in both. (See 55 Geo. 3, c 184. Schedule.) 

By the 16th and 17th sections of 11 Geo. 4 & 1 Wm. 4, 
c. 70, provisions are made for Welsh attorneys. 

By the 16th, on payment of \s. they may be entered 
(not admitted) on a new roll to be provided, and entitled 
to practise when the defendant resides in Wales; thus 
giving them nearly the same right as they had before. 

(a) See WaTtington v. Fwrhor, (&) 5 a B. 564, 572; S. G. 
8 Bast, 242 ; and TomJbtM v. ante, vol. 1, p. 892. 
Askby, 6 B. & C. 541. 
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1849. By sect 17 they may be admitted as attorneys of the 

j^^ Courts at Westminster on payment of such additional duty, 
HuMPHESYs. as with that already paid will make op the full du^ required 
upon admission of attorneys in the said Courts at West- 
minster. 

Now, no additional du^ to be added to a former payment 
of duty and make up an integral sum, could be required on 
actual admission, fiur it was the same before in both cases. 

It seems to me that the Legislature meant such additional 
du^ as would make up the du^ required in order to 
admission, L e., the additional SOL in respect to the articles, 
otherwise it would follow that a Welsh attorney would have 
to pay Is. and be entered on a new roll, in <Mrder to j^sctise 
in Welsh causes; but without payment of anything, might 
be admitted an attorney at Westminster, and practise every- 
where. 

I have consulted many of the other Judges, as many as 
ten, and all but one agree with me. 

Rule refused. 



Rbcona v. Thb Inhabitants of Basingstoxb. 
[This case is reported anU, toL 6, p. 303.] 
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ABANDONMENT OF PORTION 
OF DEMAND. 
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ABROAD (WHERE DEFEND- 
ANT IS ABROAD AT TIME 
OF APPEARANCE ENTER- 
ED). 

See DifTRiNOAS to compbl Appbar- 

ANCB. 

ABSQUE HOC. 
See Plba (Issuablb), 1. 

ACTING UNDERSHERIFF. 

See Umdershbriff (Action for 
Penaltibs aoaimst). 

ADMISSION OF ATTORNEY 
(DUTY ON). 

Set Attorney (Admission of). 



ADDRESS. 
See Prohibition, 1. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See Audita Querela. 

Costs (Suggbstion to deprive 

Plaintiff of), 3, 4. 
Jurat of Affidavit. 
Outlawry, 2. 
Pois Darrein Continuance 

(Allowing Plea of). 

On a rale to set aside an appear- 
ance and all subsequent proceedings 
in an action on a bill of exchange, on 
the ground that the defendant had 
never been served with the writ of 
summons^ the aflMavits in support of 
the rule were entitled, between W. F. 
H., plaintiff and ** fienjamin William 
May, sued as B.W. May, defendant" 
The plaintiff's affidavits in answer 
were entitled, between W. F. H., 
plaintiff, and " B. W. May, defend* 
ant." Held^ that the affidavits on 
both sides were properly entitled. 
Hodgton v. May^ 4 
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AMENDMENT. 



ARBITRATION. 



AFFIDAVIT (AMENDMENT 

OF). 

See NoMsuiT (Judgment as in case 

OF a), 1. 

AFFIDAVIT TO HOLD TO 
BAIL. 

See Arrest, (Judge's Order to, 

UNDER 1 & 2 Vict. c. 1 10). 

Arrest for Greater Amount 

THAN Sum recovered (43 

Geo. 3, c. 46, s. 3). 

AGENT. 

See Attorney (Bill of Costs of), 2. 

AGREEMENT (COLLATERAL). 

See NoN Obstante Veredicto 
(Judgment.) 

AGREEMENT (CONTEMPORA- 
NEOUS). 

See Ibid. 

AGREEMENT OF REFERENCE. 
See Arbitration, I. 

ALIAS WRITS. 
See Limitations (Statute of). 

ALLOCATUR (DEMAND OF 
AMOUNT OF). 

See Attachment. 

ALLOCATUR EXIGENT (WRIT 

OF). 

See Outlawry, 1. 

ALTERNATIVE REMEDIES. 
See Plea, 5. 

AMENDMENT. 

Where leave is given to a party, 
whose pleading is demurred to, to 
amend " on the usual terms,*' the 
opposite party is entitled to with- 



draw his demurrer and plead afiresh, 
at the expense of the party amending. 
Metcalfe y. Booth. 1 ^ 

AMENDMENT OF AFFIDAVIT. 

See Nonsuit (Judgment as in case 

OF a), 1. 

AMENDMENT OF JUDGE'S 
ORDER. 

See Outlawry, 2. 

AMENDMENT OF PLEADINGS 
(POSTPONEMENT OF TRIAL 
TO ENABLE). 

See Nonsuit (Judgment as in case 

OF a), 2. 

AMOUNT OF VERDICT (MO- 
TION TO REDUCE). 

See Costs, 2. 

APPEARANCE IN REPLEVIN 

SUIT. 

See Replevin Bond (Action on). 

APPEARANCE BY ATTORNEY. 
See Infancy. 

APPEARANCE (DISTRINGAS 
TO COMPEL). 

See Distringas to compel Appear- 
ance. 

APPEARANCE (SETTING 
ASIDE). 

See Affidavit. 

ARBITRATION. 

See Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act (Proceedings under). 

t. Declaration in indehitatus as- 
sumpsit containing several counts, to 
which the defendant had pleaded 
generally non assumpsit and pay- 
ment. After issue joined, ** all mat- 
ters in difference in this cause ^ were, 
by a Judge's order, referred by con- 
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sent ; the costs of the cause '* to abide 
the event." The order provided 
" that the arbitrator shall be attended 
by" W. T., " as his attorney, at the 
hearing, and** (sic) *' shall draw the 
award." The award recited the order 
and the employment of W. T. to 
draw the award, and awarded '* that 
there is due from the defendant" " to 
the plaintiff*' the sum of 44/. \9s. 7^d. 
*'in respect of all the matters in diffe- 
rence so referred to me in and by the" 
*• order of reference," &c. 

On shewing cause against a rule 
for the payment of the sums awarded, 
(under the I & 2 Vict c. 1 10, s. 18); 
Heldj that the award was good, al- 
though there was no specific finding 
on each particular issue ; as it was 
clearly to be inferred from the award 
that the arbitrator had found all the 
issues in £Eivour of the plaintiff. 

Held also, that the employment of 
W. T. to draw the award was not a 
delegation of authority. 

Held also, that it was not neces- 
sary, in order to obtain a rule for the 
payment of the sum awarded (under 
the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 18), that 
the award should contain an order to 
pay the money. Baker v. CoUeriU, 

20 

2. In order to obtain a rule for 
payment of money (under 1 & 2 
Vict. c. 110, s. 18), pursuant to an 
award, a copy of the award should be 
served, and the original shewn to the 
party, at the same time that the de- 
mand is made ; and it is not sufficient 
that a copy of the award has been 
served on a previous occasion, when 
a demand was made of another sum 
of money due under the same award. 
Lloyd v. Harris, 1 1 8 

ARGUMENTATIVE TRA- 
VERSE. 

See NoN Obstamtk Vkredicto 
(Judgment). 
Trespass, 1. 

ARREARS OF RENT-CHARGE. 
See Tithe Commutatiom Act. 



ARREST UPON MESNE PRO- 

CESS. 

See Foreign Attachment. 

ARREST OF JUDGMENT. 
See Declaration, 1, 2. 

ARREST (JUDGE'S ORDER TO, 
UNDER 1 & 2 VICT. c. 1 10). 

Where a Judge is of opinion that 
an order to hold the defendant to 
bail ought not to have been made, 
the proper course is not to set aside 
the order, but simply to discharge 
the defendant out of custody. Bur^ 
neu V. Guiranovichf 235 

ARREST FOR GREATER A- 
MOUNT THAN SUM RECO- 
VERED (43 GEO. 3, c. 46, 8. 3). 

The 43 Geo. 3, c 46, t. 3, is not 

applicable to cases of arrest under 
the capias given by the 1 & 2 Vict, 
c. 110. Rickeits v. Noble, 100 

ASSETS (JUDGMENT OF. 
QUANDO ACCIDERINT. 

See Prohibition, 2. 

ATTACHMENT. 

See Attorney, 8. 

The prochein amy of an infant 
plaintiff who is nonsuited, is liable 
for the costs of the action, and an 
attachment lies against him for not 
paying them when demanded. 

The rule for the attachment is a 
rule absolute in the first instance. 

A demand of the amount of the 
allocatur is sufficient, although no 
sum is named, nor the place, where 
the demand was made, stated in the 
affidavit. 

Held, on motion to rescind a rule 
for an attachment, that it was no 
objection that the demand was made 
of the prochein amy, who was a bar- 
rister, in a passage leading from the 
Old Court to the New Court, at the 
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ATTORNEY. 



ATTORNEY (BILL OF COSTS). 



Old Bailey* where he was attending 
professionally, and whilst he was 
conversing with his client. Newton^ 
suing by Newton, his next friend, v. 
The London, Brighton and South 
Coast Railway Company, 328 

ATTACHMENT (FOREIGN). 
See Foreign Attachment. 

ATTORNEY. 

See Prohibition^ 1. 

Trespass for False Imprison- 

MENT. 

1. Where a Judge's order is made 
by consent to consolidate actions 
against several defendants who have 
severally employed the same attorney, 
upon their undertaking to be bound 
by the event of the trial of one, 
the order to consolidate operates as a 
joint retainer by the defendants of the 
attorney, and they are jointly liable to 
him for the costs of the action which 
IS tried. Anderson v. Boynton, 25 

2. Assumpsit against an attorney 
for neglecting to instruct counsel to 
appear on behalf of the plaintiff in an 
action brought by him against a third 
party. 

Plea, that the defendant did not 
neglect to instruct counsel to appear. 

Heldf that the allegation in the 
declaration meant neglecting to in- 
struct counsel in such a way as to 
enable him to perform his duty ; and 
that it was therefore established by 
evidence, that although a brief had 
been delivered to counsel, yet when 
the cause was called on, neither the 
defendant nor the witnesses were pre- 
sent. Hawkins v. Harwood, 181 

3. The Court will not grant an 
attachment against an attorney for 
not delivering his bill of costs pur^ 
•uant to rule of Court, until after 
a formal demand has been made upon 
Jiim for his bill, by some person duly 
authoriied to make such demand. 
In re Baster, 296 



ATTORNEY (ADMISSION OF). 

An attorney of the Court of Great 
Sessions in Wales, can only be ad- 
mitted an attorney of the superior 
Courts, under the 11 Qeo» 4 & 
1 Wm.4, c. 70, 8. 17. 

Upon payment of 60/., the differ- 
ence in amount between the duty 
payable upon the articles of clerkship 
of an attorney of the Court of Great 
Sessions in Wales^ and that payable 
upon those of an attorney of the 
superior Courts. In re Humphreys, 
Oent,, one, ^e,, 344 

ATTORNEY (APPEARANCE 

BY). 

See Invanct. 

ATTORNEY (BILL OF COSTS 

OF). 

1. An attorney's bill of costs is 
sufificient within the statute 6 & 7 
Vict. c. 73, s. 37} if the Court and 
cause in which the business is done 
are so specified as to enable the client, 
with the bill alone, to take advice as 
to taxing it, although the technical 
name of the cause is not given. 
Anderson v. Boynton, 25 

2. A bill for work done by one 
attorney as agent for another, is tax- 
able under the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, s. 37* 
SmUh and Another ▼• Dimes, 78 

3. To a declaration against several 
co-contractors, containing counts for 
work and labour as an attorney, and 
for money paid, one of the defendants 
pleaded that the action was commenced 
after 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, and was for 
the recovery of certain fees, charges, 
and *' disbursements" claimed by the 
plaintiff to be due from the defendant 
in respect of certain business done as 
an attorney, ** as in the first count in 
that behalf mentioned ;" and that the 
plaintiff did not one calendar month 
before, &c., ''deliver unto the said 
defendant, he being the party to be 
charged therewith, or send by tbe 
post to or leave for him at his oount- 
ing-house, office of busineis, dwding- 
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house, or last known place of abode,'* 
a signed bill of costs. 

Heldf on special demurrer, that the 
plea was good, and sufficiently nega- 
tived a delivery of a signed bill in 
compliance with the statute. 

Held also, that the word " disburse- 
ments" must be taken to apply to the 
** money paid" in the second count ; 
and therefore that the plea, which was 
pleaded generally to the whole decla- 
ration, contained a sufficient answer 
to that count also. Tate v. HUchins 
and Others^ 1 23 

4. An attorney's bill did not in 
express terms state the names of the 
Court and of the cause in which the 
business charged for was done. One 
item of the bill referred to a petition 
presented by the client in the Court 
of Review ; and a charge in another 
part of the bill was made for the at- 
torney's attendance on the " petition- 
er's solicitor :" but it did not appear 
in any part of the bill in what Court 
or cause the last mentioned proceeding 
had taken place. Held, that the bill 
was insufficient. (See the following 
case). Dimes v. Wright^ 292 

5. An attorney's bill of costs con- 
tained various items relating to twelve 
actions, of which nine were stated to 
be in the Court of Exchequer, two in 
the Court of Common Pleas, and the 
remaining one was not described as of 
any Court, although it was clear from 
the nature of the items that the action 
was in one of the superior Courts of 
common law : Held, on an issue of 
no signed bill delivered under the 
6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, s. 37, in an action 
to recover the amount, that the bill 
was sufficient ; as it gave reasonable 
information upon which the defendant 
might take advice as to having it 
taxed. Keene v. Ward, 333 

ATTORNEY (LIEN OF). 
See DiscHAROB out of Custody. 

ATTORNEY OF PLAINTIFF 
(HIS AUTHORITY). 

See SHiRirv (Riturn of). 



ATTORNEY (NAME AND AD- 
DRESS 0F> 

See Prohibition, 1. 

AUDITA QUERELA. 

A writ of andit4 querela founded 
upon a release, must be moved for 
in open Court, and upon affidavit 
Dearie v. Ker, 231 

AVOIDANCE OF CONTRACT. 
See Infancy. 

AWARD. 

See Arbitration. 

BAIL (LIABILITY OF, FOR 
COSTS ON REMOVAL OF IN- 
DICTMENT). 

The defendant, who had removed 
an indictment by certiorari into this 
Court, after verdict against him, ob- 
tained a rule for a new trial upon 
payment of costs. Before a new trial 
had, he died. Held, that the bail 
were not liable for costs upon their 
recognisances, which were in the 
usual form ; as the defendant had not 
been " convicted" within the meaning 
of the 5 Wm. & M. c. 11, s. 3. 
Regina v. Bowen, 313 

BAIL (ORDER TO HOLD TO). 

See Arrest, (Judob's Ordbr to, 
UNDBR 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110). 

BAIL (SPECIAL). 
See FoRBioN Attachment. 

BANKING COMPANY. 
See Scire Facias. 

BANKRUPT. 
See Nil Digit, (Judgment by). 

BANKRUPT (PROOF OF DEBT 
AGAINST). 

Where a plaintiff proves after judg- 
ment for his debt, nnder proceedings 
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CERTIFICATE, 



in iMinkraptcy against the defendant, 
it is unnecessary to enter a sugges- 
tion of such proof upon the roll. 
Sainter ?. FipfytMon, 801 

BANKRUPTCY (NOTICE OF 
ACT OF). 

In a conversation between the 
cleriL of the execution creditor's at- 
torney and the clerk of the bankrupt's 
attorney, the latter told the former 
that the bankrupt had committed 
several acts of bankruptcy. Held^ 
that this was not a sufficient notice 
within the proviso in the 2 & 3 Vict, 
c. 29, s. 1, to the execution creditor, 
so as to defeat a subsequent levy, 
it not being shewn that the clerk of 
the attorney of the execution creditor 
had the management of the cause, or 
that he had communicated the infor- 
mation which he had received to his 
principal. 

If he had been the managing clerk, 
whether the notice would have been 
suffiden t, quaere. Pennell and Others, 
Assignees of Burton v. Stephens, 133 

BARRISTER. 
See Attachment. 

BILL OF COSTS. 

See Attormbt (Bill of Costs 

of). 

BILL OF COSTS (ORDER FOR 
DELIVERY OF). 

See Attorney, 3* 

BILL OF EXCEPTIONS. 
See Exceptions (Bill of). 

BILL OF EXCHANGE. 

See Name (Christian). 
Plea (Issuable), 3. 

BONA FIDE BELIEF OF ACT- 
ING IN EXECUTION OF 
OFFICE OF CONSTABLE. 

See Trespass, 3. 



BOND (DEBT ON). 
See Plea, 2. 

BREACH. 
See Declaration, 4. 

BUSINESS. 

See Costs (Suggestion to Deprive 
Plaintiff of), 1, 2. 

CALLS (ACTIONS FOR). 

See Declaration, 1, 3. 
Infancy. 
Plea, 5. 

CAPIAS (ARREST UNDER). 

See Arrest for Greater Amount 
THAN Sum recovered (43 
Geo. 3, c. 46, s. 3). 

CASE (ACTION ON, FOR IN- 
JURY BY SERVANTS 

See Trespass, 2, 4. 

CASE (ACTION ON, FOR NEG- 
LIGENCE> 

See Plea, S. 

CAUSE OF ACTION. 

See Costs (Suggestion to Deprive 
Plaintiff of), 2, 4. 

CAUSE OF ACTION (IN- 
FORMAL TRAVERSE OF 
PART OF). 

See Plea, 3. 

CAUSE (WHERE NO CAUSE 
IS SHEWN AGAINST RULE). 

See Rule under 11 & 12 Vict. 
c. 44, s. 5. 

CERTIFICATE. 

See Costs (Certificate under 
43 Eliz* c. 6). 
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CERTIORARI. 

See Bail (Liability of, for Costs 
OK Removal of Indictment). 
Foreign Attachment. 
Replevin Bond (Action on). 

CHANCERY (PETTY BAG 
OFFICE). 

See Prohibition, 1. 

CHRISTIAN NAME. 

See Declaration, 5. 
Name (Christian). 

CLAIM. 
See Interpleader. 

CLERK OF ATTORNEY (NO- 
TICE TO). 

See Bankruptcy (Notice of Act of). 

CLERK IN PUBLIC OFFICE. 

See Costs (Suggestion to Deprive 
Plaintiff of), 2. 

CO-CONTRACTORS (SEVE- 
RAL). 

iS'ee Attorney (Bill of Costs of), 3. 

COLLATERAL AGREEMENT. 

See NoN Obstante Veredicto 
(Judgment). 

COLOUR (EXPRESS AND IM- 
PLIED). 

See Replication, 1. 

COMMITMENT, (ORDER FOR 
UNDER 8 & 9 VICT. c. 127. 
s. 1). 

See Trespass for FaIse Imprison- 
ment. 

COMMONS INCLOSURE ACT. 

See Nonsuit (Judgment as in Case 

of a). 8. 

VOL. VII. 



COMPANY. RAILWAY (WHAT 
SUFFICIENT DEMAND 
UPON). 

See Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act (Proceedings under). 

COMPENSATION FOR LANDS 
(MANDAMUS TO ASSESS). 

See Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act (Proceedings under). 

COMPANY (INSURANCE). 
See Declaration, 1. 

CONCURRENT CONDITION. 
See Plea (Issuable), 2f 

CONDITION PRECEDENT 
(NON-PERFORMANCE 
OF). 

See Plea (Issuable)} 1. 

CONSENT (VERDICT BY). 

See Costs (Certificate under 
43 Eliz. c. 6). 

CONSIDERATION (SUFFI- 
CIENT). 

See Declaration, 2. 
Plea (Issuable), 8. 

CONSOLIDATION OF ACTIONS. 

See Attorney, 1. 

CONSONANT. 
See Name (Christian). 

CONSTABLE. ACTING IN EXE- 
CUTION OF HIS OFFICE. 



See Trespass, 8. 
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COSTS. 



CONSTRUCTION 

("APPARENT" VIOLA- 
TION). 



See Several Counts in "Apparent" 
Violation of Rbo. Gen. Hil. 
Term, 4 Wm. 4, II. r. 5. 



— "FULL AND REASON- 
ABLE INDEMNITY" (5 & 6 
VICT. c. 97, s. 2). 

See Tithb Commutation Act, 2. 



" FULL COSTS OF SUIT," 

(2 & 8 WM. 4, c. 120, 8. 101). 

See Costs, 3. 

CONTEMPORANEOUS AGREE- 
MENT (PLEA OF). 

See NoN Obstante Veredicto 
(Judgment). 

CONTINUING WRITS. 
See Limitations (Statute of). 

CONTRACT (ACTION OF) 
AGAINST SEVERAL DE- 
PENDANTS. 

See Writ of Trial. 

CONTRACT (AVOIDANCE OF). 
See Infancy. 

CONTRACT (PLEA VARYING 
TERMS OF). 

See NoN Obstante Veredicto 
(Judgment). 

CONVICTION. 

See Bail (Liability of, for Costs 
ON removal of Indictment). 

COSTS. 

See Amendment. 

Arrest for greater Amount 

THAN Sum Recovered (43 

Geo. 3, c. 46, s. 3). 
Attachment. 



i$>ee Attorney, 1, 3. 

' (Bill of Costs of). 

Feigned Issue. 
Insolvent Debtors' Act. 
Puis Darrein Continuance. 
Rule (under 11 & 12 Vict. 

c. 44, s. 5). 
Stay of Proceedings. 
Tithe Commutation Act, 2. 

1. Assumpsit. The defendant pleaded 
seven pleas : first, non assumpsit ; 
the succeeding five pleas traversed 
allegations in the declaration ; the 
seventh was a plea in confession and 
avoidance. The plaintiff having joined 
issue on the first five pleas, demurred 
to the sixth and seventh ; and ob- 
tained a verdict on all the issues of 
fact, with contingent damages, and 
afterwards upon the argument on 
demurrer failed, the Court holding 
that the declaration was insufiicient : 
Held, that he was not entitled to the 
costs of the issues of fact found for 
him at the trial. Partridge v. Gard'- 
ner^ 106 

(See, howGveT,CaUandery. Howard, 
1 L., M. & P. 755). 

2. Where a rule nisi is obtained for 
a new trial, unless the plaintiff will 
consent to reduce the amount of the 
verdict, and the plaintiff does consent, 
and the rule by agreement of the par- 
ties is discharged, each party must 
pay his own costs of the rule. 
Thompson and Another v. Bailey and 
Others, 234 

3. On an information for penalties 
under the 2 & 3 Wm. 4, c 120, the 
second count of which charged the 
defendant with twenty penalties of 
20L each, the Crown obtained a ver- 
dict for one penalty of 20/. Held, 
that the Crown was entitled to the 
costs in respect of that penalty only, 
and not of the other nineteen, upon 
which the defendant had obtained a 
verdict. 

Held also, that the Crown was en- 
titled to the ordinary costs as between 
party and party, although the solicitor 
of Inland Revenue, who conducted 
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the prosecution, was paid by a fixed 
salary. The Attorney General v. 
Shillibeer, 236 

4. The plaintiff having recovered 
judgment for 15/. against a clerk in a 
public office, who had no assets to 
satisfy the judgment, but who was in 
receipt of a sidary, out of which he 
had proposed to set aside 60/. a-year 
for the payment of his debts, brought 
an action upon the judgment for the 
debt and costs, (amounting together to 
upwards of 20/.), to which defendant 
pleaded nul tiel record. 

Held, that the plaintiff was entitled 
to the costs of the second action, as it 
sufficiently appeared that without 
bringing a second action he could not 
have obtained the fruits of the judg- 
ment recovered in the first. Slater 
y. Mackie, 255 

5. The costs of any '* such in- 
quiry" in the 52nd section of the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act 
(8 & 9 Vict. c. 18), refer to the in- 
quiry spoken of in the earlier part of 
the 51st section; namely, where the 
landowner recovers more than the 
sum offered by the company. 

Where, therefore, he recovers less 
or an equal sum, the company is enti- 
tled only to one-half of the formal 
costs of the inquiry, and not to one- 
half of the costs of witnesses, and 
counsel also. In re an Inquiry under 
the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acty 
1845, between Thomas Blakeway 
Bray, and The South Eastern Rail- 
way Company, 307 

COSTS (ACCEPTANCE OF, UN- 
DER JUDGE'S ORDER). 

See Waiver, 1. 

COSTS (BILL OF). 

See Attorney (Bill of Costs of). 



(ORDER FOR DELIVERY 
OF). 

See Attorney, 3. 



COSTS (CERTIFICATE UNDER 
43 ELIZ. c. 6). 

A Judge may certify under the 
43 Eliz. c. 6, s. 2, to deprive the 
plaintiff of costs, where the verdict is 
taken by consent, as well as where it 
is found by the jury upon their deli- 
beration. Richardson v. Barnes^ 96 



COSTS (SUGGESTION TO DE- 
PRIVE PLAINTIFF OF). 

1 . The 1 1 2th section of the Lon- 
don Small Debts* Act (10 & 11 Vict, 
c. Ixxi.), which authorises a plaintiff 
to sue in the superior Court where he 
dwells more than twenty miles from 
the defendant, means where he 
" dwells more than twenty miles from 
where the defendant dwells." 

A suggestion, therefore, to deprive 
the plaintiffs of costs under this act^ 
on the ground that they dwelt *' more 
than twenty miles from the place 
where the defendant carries on his 
business," was held bad on demurrer. 
Peterson and Another v. Davis, 109 

2. To entitle a defendant to enter 
a suggestion on the roll to deprive 
the plaintiff of costs under the 
10 & 11 Vict. c. 71, 88. 40 and 
1 1 3. (the London Small DebU' Act), 
on the ground that the defendant 
carried on his business within the 
jurisdiction of the Court thereby es« 
tablished, it is not sufficient to ahew 
that the defendant is a cleric attending 
a public office within the jurisdiction, 
but residing elsewhere. 

The words in sect. 40, "if the 
cause of action arose therein," mean 
the whole cause of action. Where, 
therefore, in an action by the indor- 
see against the acceptor of a bill of 
exchange, it appeared that the in- 
dorsement was written within the 
jurisdiction of the London Small 
Debts* Court, but the delivf^ry to the 
plaintiff took place out of the juris- 
diction : Heldy that the case was not 
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COUNTY COURT. 



within the section. Buckley v. Hann^ 

188 

3. It is safficient for the defendant 
to make out a primi heie case to the 
satisfaction of the superior Court, to 
entitle him to enter a suggestion on 
the roll to deprive the plaintiff of 
costs under the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, 
s. 129. Walker w. Wall, 223 

4. A cause was tried before the 
undershmff on the 7th of June ; 
the writ of trial was returnable on 
the 8th, and judgment was signed on 
the 11th, on which day the defendant 
obtained a rule, which he served on 
the 14th, for a suggestion to deprive 
the plaintiff of costs. The rule was 
drawn up on reading the writ of 
trial. 

Held, I, that the rule was ob« 
tained in time ; and 2, that it was 
no objection to the rule that it was 
drawn up on reading the writ of 
trial ; although the writ had, in &ct, 
not been returned, but was in the 
plaintiff's hands when the rule was 
obtained. 

The affidavit in support of the rule 
stated that the defendant was residing 
at the time of swearing the affidavit 
and when the debt was contracted, at 
•• 30, W. St.." &c. ; " within the 
district and jurisdiction of the Clerk - 
enwell County Court of Middlesex," 
and that " the cause of action arose 
wholly within the district and juris- 
diction of the said Clerkenwell County 
of Middlesex," within which district 
and jurisdiction the defendant was so 
dwelling when the debt sought to be 
recovered in this action was con- 
tracted. 

Held, that the affidavit sufficiently 
shewed that the cause of action arose 
within the jurisdiction of the County 
Court. Read v. Blayney, 247 

5. A suggestion to deprive a plain- 
tiff of costs under the 9 & 10 Vict, 
c. 95, s. 129, may be entered upon 
the roll, notwithstanding the plaintiff 
sued in form& pauperis. Chinn v. 
Bvlien, 297 



COSTS (RECOGNIZANCE TO 

PAY). 

See Bail (Liabilitt of, foe Costs 
ON Removal of Imdict- 

memt). 

COUNTS (MISJOINDER OF). 
See Declaration, 6. 

COUNTS (SEVERAL). 

5'eeSEVERAL Counts in " Apparent" 
Violation of Reo. Gen., 
HiL. Term, 4 Wm. 4, II. 
R. 5. 

COUNTY COURT. 

See Costs (Suogestion to Deprive 
Plaintiff of). 
Prohibition. 

1. Semble, {Plati, B., dinen^enie), 
that the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 118, 
which empowers the Judge of a 
County Court to adjudicate on all 
claims made " to or in respect of any 
goods,*' &c., " taken in execution 
under the process" of the Court, 
applies to claims made in respect 
of trespasses committed upon the 
claimant's house in the course of 
seizing the goods, as well as in res- 
pect of the goods seized. Tinkler v. 
Hilder, 61 

2. The levying in die County Court 
of a plaint for a sum less than 20/. 
part of a larger demand exceeding 
that amount, is not, per se. an aban- 
donment of the excess. 

In order to constitute such an 
abandonment, the plaintiff must do 
some act in Court, at the trial, indi- 
cating his intention to abandon the 
excess, semble. 

The plaintiff, in January, sold 
goods to the defendant for I7/.9 
for which he sent in his bill. In the 
following month he sold him another 
quantity of similar goods for 21 i. 10a., 
and sent in his bill for 38/. 10s., the 
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amount of both purchases. The 
plaintiff afterwards levied a plaint in 
the County Court for the 17^. He 
did not appear at the trial, but the 
defendant attended and admitted the 
debt, for which judgment was accord- 
inf^ly given. To an action for the 
21/. 10«., the defendant pleaded the 
proceedings in the County Court, 
averring that the plaintiff had thereby 
abandoned the excess of his debt 
above the amount recovered there. 
Heldj that such proceedings were not 
evidence of an abandonment. VineB 
v. Arnold, 277 

COURT (NAME OF), IN WHICH 
BUSINESS DONE. 

See Attorney (Bill of Costs 
of), 1, 4, 5. 

COURT (JUDGMENT OF) IN 
FAVOUR OF PARTY. 

See Error (Writ of). 

COURT OF CHANCERY 
(PETTY BAG OFFICE). 

See Prohibition^ 1. 

COURT (LORD MAYORS). 
See Foreign Attachment. 

COVENANT NOT TO MOLEST. 
See Plea, 6. 

CREDITOR (NOTICE OF ACT 
OF BANKRUPTCY TO CLERK 
OF ATTORNEY OF). 

See Bankruptcy (Notice of Act 
of). 

CUMULATIVE REMEDIES. 
See Plea, 5. 



CUSTODY (DISCHARGE OUT 

OF). 

See Arrest (Judge's Order to, 
UNDER 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110). 
Discharge out of Custody. 
Insolvent Debtors* Act. 

DAMAGES (IMPROPER 
ASSESSMENT OF). 

See Writ op Trial. 

DATE OF ORIGINAL WRIT 
OF SUMMONS. 

See Limitations (Statute of), 2. 

DATE OF AFFIDAVIT. 
See Outlawry, 2. 

DATE (OMISSION OF). 
See Jurat of Affidavit. 

DEATH (OF DEFENDANT). 

See Bail (Liability of, for Costs 
ON Removal of Indict- 
ment. 

DEATH (OF JUDGE). 
See Exceptions (Bill of). 

DEBT. 

See Declaration, 3, 6. 
Plea, 2, 5, 6. 

DEBT FOR CALLS. 

See Declaration, 3. 
Plea, 5. 

DEBT ON BOND. 
See Plea, 2. 

DECLARATION. 

See Attorney, 2. 

Attorney (Bill of Costs 
of), 3. 
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Name (Christian;. 
Plea, 1. 

1. A private act (4 & 5 Vict 
c. icciii.) constitating the N. M. I. 
Company, provided, that in all actions, 
&c. to be "instituted" *' by or on 
behalf of the company/' either alone 
or jointly with other parties, it should 
be sufficient ^ to proceed in the name 
of the secretary," &c., " as the nomi- 
nal plaintiff," &c. 

In an action of covenant for calls 
by the secretary of the company, the 
declaration stated, that at the time of 
making the call, &c., the defendant 
was a shareholder ; and that by a 
certain indenture in the said act men- 
tioned, made between the several 
persons whose names and seals were 
or might be subscribed thereto, and 
who had sealed and delivered the 
same, or who might from time to 
time seal and deliver the same, or a 
duplicate thereof, &c., of the one part, 
and M. W. and J. T. M., persons 
nominated for the purpose of being 
covenantees for the company of the 
other part, it was covenanted, &c. 
(Covenant inter alia, to pay calls). It 
then proceeded to assign the following 
breach : that whilst the defendant was 
such shareholder, &c., "after the 
execution by the defendant of the 
said indenture or deed of settlement 
as aforesaid," a call was made, and 
that the defendant had not paid the 
same. The defendant, who was 
under terms of pleading issuable 
pleas, having pleaded a plea to the 
effect that the action was not brought 
on behalf of the company, the plaintiff 
signed judgment. 

On motion to arrest the judgment. 
Held, that the action was one " insti- 
tuted on behalf of the company," and 
therefore properly brought in the 
name of the secretary. 

Held also, that upon general de- 
murrer, and therefore in arrest of 
judgment, the allegation "after the 
execution by the defendant of the 
said indenture or deed of settlement 



as aforesaid,*' was equivalent to an 
allegation that the defendant did 
execute the deed of settlement, by 
signing, sealing, and delivering it, 
and was therefore sufficient. Wills 
V. Sutherland^ ^9. 

2. Assumpsit. The declaration 
stated, that in consideration that the 
plaintiff being sole and unmarried, at 
the request of the defendant, had then 
promised to marry the defendant 
within a reasonable time, the defend- 
ant then promised to marry the 
plaintiff within a reasonable time. 
Averment that the plaintiff had hi- 
therto remained unmarried, and daring 
all the time, &c., and until she had 
notice that the defendant was married, 
was ready and willing to marry the 
defendant. Breach, that the defend- 
ant has not married the plaintiff, but 
on the contrary thereof, the defend- 
ant, at the time of making the promise, 
and from thence hitherto, hath been 
and still is married to another woman. 

Held, on motion in arrest of judg- 
ment, that the declaration disclosed a 
sufficient consideration for the promise 
alleged. Wild v. Harris, 114 

3. A declaration in debt by a rail- 
way company for calls alleged that 
the defendant was and from thence 
hitherto hath been, and still is, the 
holder of forty shares in the said com- 
pany, and then and at the time of the 
commencement of the suit, was and 
still is indebted to the company in 
300/. in respect of calls, whereby an 
action hath accrued to the said com- 
pany by virtue of a certain act of 
Parliament made and passed, &c, in- 
tituled, &c., (The Companies Clauses 
Consolidation Act), and also by 
virtue of the " Midland Great Wes- 
tern Railway of Ireland Act, 1845," 
and of the " Midland Great Western 
Railway of Ireland Act," (Mullingar 
to Athlone), &c., to demand, &c. 

Held, on special demurrer, that the 
declaration was not bad for alleging 
that the defendant " was and hath 
been," as well as " is" the holder of 
the shares, and "at the commence- 



DECLARATION. 



DELIVERY, &c. 359 



uient of the suit was," as well as " is" 
indebted ; or by the reference to the 
two special acts : as these allegations 
were at most but surplusage. The 
Alidland Great Western Railway Com* 
pany of Ireland v. Evans, 203 

4. Assumpsit. Declaration on a 
special agreement, by which the de- 
fendant promised to receive the plain- 
tiff into his service, and continue him 
therein for four years, to pay him 
weekly wages, and, in addition, to 
pay him during each year certain sums. 
Breach, that the defendant did not 
continue him in his service for four 
years, but dismissed him before the 
expiration of that time ; that he did 
not pay him the weekly wages ; and 
did not pay him in addition the sums 
of money, &c. General demurrer as 
to the second and third breaches, and 
joinder in demurrer. Held, that upon 
this record, the second and third 
breaches which were confessedly bad, 
could not be rejected as surplusage ; 
and that the judgment must be for 
the defendant. Lush v. Russell^ 228 

5. A declaration on a policy of in- 
surance stated that the plaintiffs, by 
certain persons, using and carrying 
on business, and in the policy desig- 
nated and described by the names, 
style, and firm of Dewar and CuUiford, 
the agents of the plaintiffs in that 
behalf, caused to be made with the 
defendants a certain policy of insu- 
rance, purporting that the said per- 
sons so using, and in the said policy 
designated and described by the said 
names, style, and firm of Dewar and 
CuUiford as agents, as well in their 
own names as for others, to whom the 
same should appertain, did make as- 
surance, &c. Held bad on special 
demurrer, for omitting either to state 
the Christian names of the persons 
mentioned, or to allege some excuse 
for the omission. Sturge and Another 
V. Rahn and Others. 232 

6. A declaration in debt against an 
executor contained, with counts charg- 
ing him in his representative character, 
a count which stated that " the de- 



fendant, as such executor," '^was 
indebted to the plaintiff in 200/., for 
interest for the forbearance at interest 
by the plaintiff to the defendant as 
such executor as aforesaid, at his 
request, of moneys due from the de- 
fendant, as such executor as aforesaid, 
to the plaintiff." Held, on special 
demurrer, that the words " at his re- 
quest" were material, and could not 
be rejected ; that they shewed a per- 
sonal contract on the part of the 
defendant with the plaintiff; and that 
the count was therefore improperly 
joined with the other counts. Big- 
nell V. Harpur, Executor of John 
Humphreys, deceased, 243 

DEED OF SETTLEMENT (AL- 
LEGATION OF SIGNING). 

See Declaration, 1. 



DEFAULT (JUDGMENT BY). 
See Writ of Trial. 

DEFENDANT (DEATH OF). 

See Bail (Liability of, for Costs 
ON Bemoval of Indictment). 

DEFENDANTS (SEVERAL). 

See Attorney, L 
Writ of Trial. 

DE INJURIA. 
See Replication, 2. 



DELEGATION OF AUTHO- 
RITY. 

See Arbitration, 1. 



DELIVERY OF SIGNED BILL. 
See Attorney (Bill of Costs of). 



360 DISCHARGE, &c. 



DISTRINGAS, &c. 



DEMAND IN ORDER TO FOUND 
ATTACHMENT, 

See Attachment. 
Attorney, 3. 

DEMAND OF PAYMENT OF 
SUM AWARDED. 

See Arbitration, 2. 

DEMAND (ABANDONMENT OF 
PORTION OF). 

See County Court, 2. 

DEMURRER. 

See Attorney (Bill or Costs 
of), 8. 
Declaration, 3] 4, 5, 6. 
Infancy. 

Name, Christian. 
Plea, 1, 3, 5, 6. 
Plea (Issuable), 2. 
Replication, 2. 

DEMURRER (AMENDMENT 
AFTER). 

See Amendment. 

DEMURRER (SETTING ASIDE 
AS FRIVOLOUS). 

See Trespass, 1. 

DEPARTURE. 

See Replication, 1. 
Trespass, 1. 

DEVASTAVIT. 
See Prohibition, 2. 

DISCHARGE OUT OF 
CUSTODY. 

See Arrest (Judoe's Order to, 
UNDER 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110). 

Where the plaintiff went abroad in 
1841, shortly after the defendant had 
been taken in execution, and had not 



been since heard of, the circumstances 
affording reasonable grounds for be- 
lieving Uiat she had died abroad, and 
no will or grant of administration 
having been found upon search at 
Doctors' Commons, 

Held^ I, That the defendant was 
entitled to be discharged from cus- 
tody. 

(See Cox v. Pritchard, 2 L. M. & 
P. 298; Ridsdale v. Lautaur, Ibid. 
318). 

And 2, That the lien of the plaintiff's 
attorney upon the judgment did not 
extend to a right to keep defendant 
in custody under the ca. sa. until 
those costs were paid. Camp v. PoUt 

289 

DISCHARGE UNDER INSOL- 
VENT DEBTORS' ACT. 

See Insolvent Debtors* Act. 

DISMISSAL OF DEFENDANT 
FROM PLAINTIFFS EM- 
PLOYMENT (ACTION FOR). 

See Plea, 1. 

DISTRESS FOR RENT- 
CHARGE. 

See Tithe Commutation Act. 

DISTRICT (MODUS FOR). 
See Feigned Issue. 



DISTRINGAS TO COMPEL 
APPEARANCE. 

A distringas to compel an appear- 
ance, obtained at a time when the 
defendant was abroad, the plaintiff 
having good ground for believing him 
to be in this country, is an irregula- 
rity merely, and not a nullity. 

An application to set it aside must, 
therefore, be made promptly. Brough 
V. Eiienberg^ 338 



EXCEPTIONS (BILL OF). FALSE IMPRISONMENT, &c. 861 



DISTRINGAS TO PROCEED TO 
OUTLAWRY. 

See Outlawry, 2. 

DUTY (SERVANT ACTING IN 
PERFORMANCE OF). 

See Trespass, 2, 4. 

EMPLOY (DECLARATION ON 
AGREEMENT TO). 

See Declaration, 4. 

ENLARGEMENT OF PEREMP- 
TORY UNDERTAKING. 

See Nonsuit (Judgment as in case 
OF a), 2. 
Peremptory Undertaking. 

ERROR (WRIT OF). 

See NoN Obstante Veredicto 
(Judgment). 

If the Court be of opinion that their 
judgment ought to be in favour of a 
party, they will not, for the purpose 
of aJSfording an opportunity of taking 
the opinion of a Court of error, give 
judgment against him, where the writ 
of error must be brought by the party 
in whose favour they think the judg- 
ment ought to be. RicketU v. Noble, 

104 

EVENT OF CAUSE. 
See Arbitration, 1. 

EXCISE (SOLICITOR TO THE 
BOARD OF). 

See Costs, 3. 

EXCEPTIONS (BILL OF). 

If the Judge at nisi prius die before 
sealing .a bill of exceptions to his 
ruling, it is not competent for any 
other Judge to seal it, nor for the ex- 
ecutors of the deceased Judge to affix 
their testator's seal to it. In such a 



case the Court can only grant a new 
trial. A^i'fk^ v. Arthur, 252 

EXECUTION. 

See Discharge out of Custody. 
Fieri Facias (Writ op). 
Insolvent Debtors' Act. 

EXECUTION CREDITOR 
(NOTICE TO CLERK 
OF ATTORNEY OF). 

See Bankruptcy (Notice of Act 

of). 

EXECUTION OF DEED OF 
SETTLEMENT. 

See Declaration, 1. 

EXECUTOR. 

See Declaration, 6. 
Prohibition, 2. 
Scire Facias. 

EXECUTOR OF DECEASED 
JUDGE. 

See Exceptions (Bill of). 

EXIGI FACIAS. 
See Outlawry. 

EX PARTE ORDER. 
See Tithe Commutation Act, 1. 

EXTINGUISHMENT OF CAUSE 
OF ACTION. 

See Set-off. 

FALSE PLEA. 

See Costs, 4. 

Plea, False and Tricky (set- 
ting aside). 

FALSE IMPRISONMENT 
(TRESPASS FOR). 

See Trespass for False Impri- 
sonment. 



362 FORFEITURE, &c. 



INCLOSURE ACT. 



FEIGNED ISSUE. 
See Nonsuit (Judgment as in 

CASE OF a), 3. 

Where upon a feigned issue under 
the 6 & 7 Wm. 4, c 71, s. 46, the 
defendants claimed a modus in respect 
of a district, and the jury negatived 
the claim for the district generally, 
but found it for part ; the Court 
ordered the defendants to pay the 
costs of the action. Browne Clerk 
V. Hutchinson and Others^ 35 

FIERI FACIAS (WRIT OF). 

See Shbripf (RBxintN of). 

A writ of fi. fa. returnable ** imme- 
diately after the execution thereof is 
not executed after a levy of part only 
of the sum indorsed, but the sheriff 
may, even after the lapse of several 
years, if the writ still remains in his 
hands, proceed to levy the reminder 
of the amount due. Jordan v. 
Binckes, 30 

FOREIGN ATTACHMENT. 

The 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, in prohi- 
biting arrest upon mesne process, does 
not affect proceedings by way of 
foreign attachment issuing out of the 
Court of the Lord Mayor of the city 
of London. 

Therefbre, where a cause in which 
a foreign attachment had so issued, is 
removed into this Court by certiorari, 
the plaintiff is entitled to a procedendo, 
unless the defendant either render 
himself to prison or put in special 
bail to the action. Day v. Paupierre, 

12 

FOREIGN LOSS. 
See Venue (Chanoe of). 

FORFEITURE OF REPLEVIN 

BOND. 

See Replevin Bond (Action on). 

FORFEITURE OF SHARES. 
See Plea, S. 



FRAUD, PARTY CANNOT SET 
UP AS A DEFENCE HIS OWN. 

See Declaration, 2. 

FRAUDULENT PREFERENCE. 
See Nil Dicit (Judobcent by). 

"FULL AND REASONABLE 
INDEMNITY" (5 & 6 VICT, 
c. 97, s. 92). 

See Tithe CoBfMUTATioN Act, 2. 

« FULL COSTS OF SUIT " (2 & 
3 WM. 4, c. 120, s. 101). 

See Costs, 3. 

FURTHER MAINTENANCE 
(PLEA OF). 

See Plea, 6. 

GARNISHEE. 
See Foreign Attachbcbnt. 

GENERAL INCLOSURE ACT. 

See Nonsuit (Judgment as nr 
case of a), S. 

GREAT SESSIONS IN WALES 
(ADMISSION AS ATTORNEY 
OF). 

See Attorney (ADinssiON of). 

HEREDITAMENT (INCORPO- 
REAL). 

See Prohibition, 1. 

ILLNESS OF MATERIAL WIT- 
NESS. 

See Peremptory Undertaking, 1. 

IMMATERIAL ISSUE. 

See Plea, 1. 

Plea (Issuable), 2. 
Replication^ 1. 

INCLOSURE ACT. 
See Nonsuit (Judgbisnt as in 

CASE OF a)i 3. 



IN FORMA PAUPERIS, &c. INSOLVENT DEBTORS' ACT. 863 



INCORPOREAL HEREDITA- 
MENT. 

See Prohibition, 1. 

INDICTMENT (REMOVAL OF). 

See Bail (Liability of, fob Costs 
ON Removal of Indictment). 

INDORSEMENT ON WRITS. 
See Limitations (Statute of). 

INFANCY. 

To an action for calls, the defendant 
pleaded, that at the time of making 
the calls he was an infant; and also 
that at the time of his becoming the 
holder of the shares in respect of 
which the calls were made he was 
an infant. 

Held, on special demurrer, that the 
pleas were bad, as they did not shew 
that the defendant was a shareholder 
by contract, and had avoided it. 

Heid also that the appearance by 
attorney is an act done in Court an- 
terior and collateral to the pleadings, 
and not involving any issue on the 
pleadings ; and that, therefore, it can- 
not be considered as equivalent to an 
averment in the plea that the defend- 
ant was of full age before the com- 
mencement of the suit, or at the time 
of the plea pleaded. The Leeds and 
Thirsk Railway Company v. Feamley, 

68 

INFANT PLAINTIFF. 
See Attachment. 



INFERIOR COURT. 
See County Court. 



IN FORMA PAUPERIS (SUING). 

See Costs (Suggestion to deprive 
Plaintiff of), 5. 



INFORMAL TRAVERSE. 

See NoH Obstante Veredicto 
(Judgment). 
Plea, 3. 
Trespass, 1. 

INFORMATION FOR PENAL- 

TIES. 

See Costs, 3. 

INITIAL LETTER. 
See Name (Christian). 

INJURY BY SERVANT. 
See Trespass, 2, 4. 

INLAND REVENUE (SOLICI- 
TOR OF). 

See Costs, 3. 

INQUIRY OF COMPENSATION 
UNDER LANDS CLAUSES 
CONSOLIDATION ACT. 

See Costs, 5. 

Lands Clauses Cohsolzdation 

Act (Progbbdihos uhdsr). 

INQUISITION (CORONER'S). 

Where apon the retnm to a cer- 
tiorari to bring up an inquisition of 
felo de se, it appeared that the inqui- 
sition was on paper instead of parch- 
ment, the Court granted a rule to 
quash it absolute in the first instance. 
Regina v. WhaUey, 317 

INSOLVENT DEBTORS' ACT. 
See Puis Darrein CoNTDsruANCs. 

The discharge by the Insolvent 
Debtors' Court, under the 1 & 2 Vict, 
c. 110, extends (sect. 79) to the costs 
of an action commenced after the 
filing of the schedule, for the recovery 
of a debt inserted in it. 

The defendant accepted two bills 
of exchange, which he indorsed and 
delivered to an agent to get discounted. 
The agent indorsed them to the plain* 
tiff, and misapplied the proceeds. 
Pending the currency of the bills, 
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INTEREST, kc. 



ISSUABLE PLEA. 



the defendant petitioned the Insol- 
vent DehtOTB* Court for his discharge, 
and, ignorant of the indorsement to 
the plaintiff, inserted in his schedule 
the agent's name as creditor in respect 
of the two bills, adding that the debts 
were disputed. The schedule was 
afterwards amended, by substituting 
the plaintiff as the creditor, who 
opposed the defendant's discharge. 
The defendant was discharged in 
respect of the debts in question, and 
of all his other debts except two, on 
the same day, but somewhat later in 
the day, on which an action upon the 
bills, which the plaintiff had com- 
menced after the schedule had been 
filed, was tried, and in which the jury 
found a verdict for the plaintiff. The 
defendant having obtained a rule nisi 
for his discharge, under sect. 90 of 
the 1 & 2 Vict c 110, the plaintiff, 
two days afterwards, charged him in 
execution* 

Heldf that the defendant was dis- 
chaiged by the order of the Insolvent 
Debtors' Court as to both the judg- 
ment debt and costs. 

Held also, that it was no objection 
to a rule for his discharge from cus- 
tody, that the defendant was not in 
custody as to the debt in question 
when the rule was obtained. Berry 
V. Irwinf 282 

INSTRUCTING COUNSEL. 
See Attorney, 2. 



INSURANCE COMPANY. 
See Dbclabation, 1. 

INSURANCE (POLICY OF). 

See Declabatiov, 5. 
Venue (Change of). 

INTEREST ON BOND DEBT, 
See Plea, 2. 



INTERPLEADER. 

A., being possessed of certain goods 
lying at the wharf of the defendants, 
assigned them to B., by whom they 
where transferred to the plaintiff. 
The defendants thereupon placed the 
goods to the account of the plaintiff 
in their books, and gave him notice 
of their having done so. A claim 
having been subsequently made to 
the goods by certain other parties as 
well as A., on the ground that they 
had been fraudulently transferred, the 
defendants refused to deliver them 
up to the plaintiff, whereupon an 
action was brought. Heldt that the 
defendants having transferred the 
goods to the name of the plaintiff in 
their books, had thereby agreed to 
hold them on his account, and were 
therefore not entitled to the benefit 
of the Interpleader Act. Norton v. 
The Earl of Devon and Others, 206 

INTERPLEADER, UNDER 
COUNTY COURTS' ACT. 

See CouMTY Court, 1 . 

IRREGULARITY. 

See DiSTRiNQAs to Compel Ap- 
peabance. 

Name (Chjustlan). 
Waiver. 

ISSUE (FEIGNED). 

See Nonsuit (Judgment as in Case 

OF a), 3. 

ISSUE (SPECIFIC FINDING 
ON EACH). 

See Arbitration, 1. 

ISSUES OF FACT, WHERE 
PLAINTIFF SUCCEEDS ON 
ALL (COSTS OF). 

See Costs, 1. 

ISSUABLE PLEA. 
See Plea (Issuable). 



JUDGMENT, &c. 



JURAT OF AFFIDAVIT. 365 



JOINDER OF COUNTS. 
See Declaration, 6. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANY. 
See Scire Facias. 

JUDGE (DEATH OF). 
See Exceptions (Bill of). 

JUDGE (POWER OF, TO CER- 
TIFY). 

See Costs (Certificate under 
43 Eliz. c. 6). 

JUDGE'S ORDER (JUDGMENT 
SIGNED UNDER). 

See Nil Dicit (Judgment by). 
Perebiptory Undertakino, 2. 

JUDGES ORDER (AMEND- 
MENT OF). 

See Outlawry, 2. 

JUDGES ORDER (RECEIVING 
COSTS UNDER). 

See Waiver, 1. 

JUDGE (EXCEPTIONS TO 
RULING OF). 

See Exceptions (Box of). 

JUDGMENT (ACTION ON). 
See Costs, 4. 

JUDGMENT (ARREST OF). 
See Declaration, ]. 

JUDGMENT AS IN CASE OF 
A NONSUIT. 

See Nonsuit (Judgment as in 
Case of a). 
Peremptory Undertaking, 2. 



JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT. 

See Nil Dicit (Judgbient by). 
Writ of Trial. 



JUDGMENT NON OBSTANTE 
VEREDICTO. 

See Trespass for False Imprison- 

BCBNT. 

NoN Obstante Veredicto, 

(Judgment). 
Plea, 2. 

JUDGMENT (SETTING ASIDE). 
See Amendment. 

JUDGMENT FOR WANT OF A 

PLEA. 

See Plea (Issuable), 3. 

To a declaration in assumpsit, con- 
taining a count on a promissory note, 
with the common counts, the defimdaot 
pleaded, first, as to the first count, that 
he did not make the note ; and 
secondly, for a further plea to the whole 
declaration, non assumpsit. No rule 
to plead several matters had been 
obtained. Judgment as for want of 
a plea having been signed by the 
plaintiff; Held, that it was regular, 
as the second plea was to be con- 
sidered as pleaded to the first, as well 
as to the last counts. Harvey v. 
Hamiltont 85 

JUDGMENT DEBT. 

See Bankrupt (Proof of Debt 
against). 

JURAT OF AFFIDAVIT. 

The omission in the jurat of an 
afiSdavit, of the day of the month, is 
a fatal defect. The Dnke of Bruns- 
wick V. Skman and Others^ 251 

See The Duke of Brunswick v. 
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LONDON, &c. 



Harmer, 1 L. M. & P. 505. In re 
Lloydf id. 545. 

JURY LISTS (IMPROPER IN- 
SERTION OF NAMES IN). 

See Uhdsrshebiff (Action for 

PSVALTIES AOAIHST. 



JUSTIFICATION OF ACT OF 
COURT OF COMPETENT 
JURISDICTION. 

See Tbb8pa88 for False Iicfrison^ 



LANDOWNER, RECOVERING 
LESS THAN SUM OFFERED 
BY COMPANY. 

See Costs, 5. 



LETTER (INITIAL). 
See Nabce (Christian). 

LETTER OF LICENSE. 
See Pi«EA, 6. 

LEVY OF PART. 
See Fieri Facias (Writ of). 

LIBERUM TENEMENTUM 
(PLEA OF). 

See Replication, 1 . 

LICENSE (LETTER OF). 
See Plea, 6. 

LIEN OF PLAINTIFFS 
ATTORNEY. 

See Discharge out of Costodt. 



LANDS CLAUSES CONSOLI- 
DATION ACT (PROCEED- 
INGS UNDER). 

See Costs, 5. 

Where proceedings by arbitration 
tinder the 8 & 9 Vict. c. 18, s. 23, 
et 96q.t have proved abortive in con- 
sequence of the non appointment of 
an umpire within the time limited by 
the statute, the owner of the land is 
not bonnd to proceed anew under the 
68th section : but in the event of a 
refusal by the company, is entitled to 
a mandamus to compel them to issue 
their warrant to summon a jury to 
assess compensation. 

In such a case, a neglect to issue 
the warrant, afler a demand made 
upon the solicitors of the company, is 
a sufficient refusal to entitle the claim- 
ant to the writ. Ex parte Senior. 
In re The South Yorkshire, Doncasterf 
and Oooie Railway Company, 36 



LIMITATIONS (STATUTE OF). 

1. In order to take a case out of 
the operation of the Statute of Limi- 
tations, by means of a continuing 
writ under the 2 Wm. 4, c. 39, 
s. 10, it must be shewn that the in- 
dorsements required by the statute 
were on the alias writ at the time 
of service, and were made by the 
sheriff^ &c. , or the plaintiff, &c Walker 
v. CoUiek and Another, 225 

(See Pritchard v. JBagshaw, 2 L. 
M. & P. 823). 

2. Issue having been joined on 
a plea of the Statute of Limitations, 
the Court refused to amend an in- 
dorsement on the last pluries writ, by 
substituting for a mistaken date the 
true date of the original writ of sum- 
mons. MedUcott V. Hunter^ 241 

LONDON (LORD MAYOR'S 
COURT OF). 

See FoRfiiOH Attachmkiit. 



MOLEST. &c- 



NEW TRIAL. 
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LONDON SMALL DEBTS' 
ACT. 

See Costs (Suggestion toDepbivb 
Plaintiff of), 1, 2. 

MAINTENANCE (FURTHER, 
PLEA IN BAR OF). 

See Plea, 6. 

MANDAMUS. 

See Lands Clauses Consolida- 
tion Act (Pboceedings 
under). 

MARINE (POLICY OF INSU- 
RANCE). 

See Venue (Change of). 

MARRY, (BREACH OF PRO- 
MISE TO). 

See Declabation, 2. 

MASTER AND SERVANT. 

See Plea, 1. 

Trespass, 2, 4. 

MEMBER OF JOINT STOCK 
COMPANY. 

See Scms Facias. 

MERITS (AFFIDAVIT OF). 
See Plea (Issuable), d. 

MISJOINDER OF COUNTS. 
See Declaration, 6. 

MODUS. 
See Feigned Issue. 



MOLEST (COVENANT NOT 

TO.) 

See Plea, 6. 



MOTION IN OPEN COURT. 
See Audita Querela. 

NAME (CHRISTIAN). 

See Declabation, 5. 

The declaration by indorsee against 
the acceptor of a bill of exchange, 
described the defendant as *' John M. 
Knott." Heldy on special demurrer, 
that the letter '* M." not being a 
vowel, the Court could not presume 
that it was a name by itself ; that the 
defendant's name being thus left in 
uncertainty, the declaration was bad 
on the face of it, and that the proper 
mode of taking advantage of the de- 
fect was by demurrer. Kinnersley v. 
Knoti, 128 

NAME OF COURT AND 
CAUSE. 

See Attobnet (Bill ov Costs 
op), 4, 5. 

NAME OF PLAINTIFF, USED 
WITHOUT AUTHORITY. 

See Stay of Pboceedings. 



NEGLIGENCE (ACTION 
FOR). 

See Attobnet, 2. 
Plea, 3. 
Tbesfass, 4. 



NEW ASSIGNMENT. 
5ee Tbesfass, 1. 



NEW TRIAL. 

See Costs, 2. 

Exceptions (Bill op). 
Tbesfass pob False Impbison- 

BfENT. 

Wbit op Tbial. 
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NONSUIT, &e. 



NIL DIGIT (JUDGMENT BY). 

By a Judge's order it was ordered 
that upon payment of 38/. proceed- 
ings should be stayed, and that in 
default of payment plaintiff should 
sign judgment. De&ult was made, 
and judgment was signed accord- 
ingly. 

Held, that such judgment was a 
judgment by nil cQcit within the 
1 Wm. 4. c. 7, s. 7. Bell and 
Oihen, Assignees of Thomas WUl' 
moU, a Bankrupt, t. Bidgood, 260 



NON ASSUMPSIT (TO DECLA- 
RATION ON PROMISSORY 
NOTE). 

See JUDOBfENT FOB WANT OF A 

Plea. 



NON OBSTANTE VEREDICTO 
(JUDGMENT). 

See Plsa, 2. 

TbSSFASS fob FaLSB IlCFBISON- 
MENT. 

To an action of assumpsit on a 
promissory note made by the defend- 
ant, and payable on demand, the 
defendant pleaded, " that contempo- 
raneously with and at the same time 
as the making of the note," an agree- 
ment in writing was made between 
the defendant, and certain other per- 
sons, to wit, W. S., &c., and the 
plaintiffii, whereby it was agreed that 
the note should not become due and 
payable, nor should the defendant be 
called upon to pay the same until one 
£. S. attained the age of twenty-five 
years, or if he should die before he 
attained that age, then upon certain 
moneys and estate becoming divisible 
under the will of C. S. ; that E. S. 
was alive and under the age afore- 
said ; that the plaintiffs received the 
note at the time of the making of the 
same, to wit, on, &c., '* upon the 



terms and conditions of the said 
agreement, and upon no other terms 
or conditions whatsoever." The de- 
fendant having obtained judgment 
upon this plea in the Court below, 
Held, upon writ of error, (the Court 
below not having given any decision 
on the point), that the plea was no 
defence to the action ; that the Court 
could not intend that the agreement 
in writing between the plaintiffs and 
the defendant formed part of the same 
contract declared upon and so altered 
its legal effect ; and that the plaintiffs 
therefore were entitled to judgment 
non obstante veredicto, tfehh and 
Another, Executors, ^e. v. Salmon^ 
Same v. Spieer, 324 

NONSUIT (JUDGMENT AS IN 
CASE OF A). 

See PEBEiiPTOBY Undebtakino, 2. 

1. A rule for judgment as in case 
of a nonsuit had been made absolute 
on the last day of Term. The 
Master, after the expiration of the 
Term, having discovered a defect in 
the affidavit of service, refused to draw 
up the rule. The Court, during the 
sittings after Term, on an amended 
affidavit, made the rule absolute. 
Dow V. BeU, 67 

2. A peremptory undertaking had 
been given to try, but the trial was 
postponed by order of a Judge, to 
enable the plaintiff to amend his 
pleadings. Held, a sufficient excuse 
for not proceeding to trial, and that 
the defendant was not entitled to 
judgment as in case of a nonsuit. 
Jackson V. Carrington, 98 

3. The defendant is entitled to 
judgment as in case of a nonsuit, 
where the plaintiff has delayed pro- 
ceeding to trial on a feigned issue 
under the Commons Inclosure Act, 
8 & 9 Vict. c. 118, s. 56. Hancock 
V. The Earl of Carlisle and Others, 

219 



V. 



OUTLAWRY. 



PAYMENT. 
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NOT GUILTY (WHAT IT PUTS 
IN ISSUE). 

See Plea, 4. 

NULLITY. 

See Distringas to Compel Ap- 
peabance. 
Waiveb, 2. 
Writ of Trial. 

NUL TIEL RECORD (PLEA OF). 
See Costs, 4. 

OFFICER ACTING IN EXECU- 
TION OF HIS DUTY. 

See Trespass, 3. 

OMISSION OF CHRISTIAN 
NAME. 

See Declaration, 5. 
Name (Christian). 

ORDER (EX PARTE). 
See Tithe Commutation Act, 1. 

ORDINARY CARE (WANT OF). 
See Plea, 3. 

OUTLAWRY. 

See Distringas to Compel Ap- 
pearance. 

1 . The writ of allocatur exigent is 
properly tested on the return day of 
the exigi facias, and not on the quarto 
die post, although the exigi facias be 
returnable in Term. Cox v. Bevany 

264 

2. The affidavit in support of an 
application for a distringas to. out- 
lawry alleged, that upon each call, a 
person at the defendant's last place of 
abode stated that the defendant had 
left ten months before, and had gone 
to reside abroad; that the deponent 
had been unable to serve the defend- 
ant, who, he believed, kept out of 

VOL. VII. 



the way tu avoid service. Held suffi- 
cient, without averring more precisely 
that the defendant had gone abroad 
for the purpose of avoiding his cre- 
ditors. 

It is not necessary to leave a copy 
of a distringas to outlawry at the 
place where it is to be executed. 

The exigi facias may be issued 
immediately after the return of the 
distringas. It is not necessary to 
wait until eight days after the return 
has expired ; — the notice at the foot 
of the distringas giving the defendant 
eight days to appear, not applying to 
a distringas to outlawry. 

An order for a distringas was made 
on the 12th upon an affidavit sworn 
on that day. The affidavit being 
defective, was re-sworn on the 13th, 
and afterwards the order was delivered 
out. Upon a rule nisi obtained by 
the defendant to set aside the order, 
the Court allowed the plaintiff to 
amend its date, discharging the de- 
fendant's rule, with costs to be paid 
by the plaintiff. Dick v. BeavaUt 302 

OUTSTANDING TERM. 
See Replication, 1. 

PAPER (INQUISITION ON). 
See Inquisition (Coroner's). 

PARCHMENT (INQUISITION 

ON). 

See Inquisition (Coroner's). 

PAUPER PLAINTIFF. 

See Costs (Suggestion to De- 
prive FliAiNTiFP op), 5. 

PAVING RATE. 
See Prohibition, 1. 



PAYMENT. 
See Set-opp. 
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PLEA. 



PENALTIES. 

See Costs, 3. 

Undebshebiff (Action fob 
Penalties Against). 

PEREMPTORY UNDER- 
TAKING. 

See Nonsuit (JuDGifENT as in 
Case of a), 2. 

1. The Court enlarged a peremp- 
tory undertaking on an affidavit made 
by a person describing himself as 
J. S.y of| &c, solicitor, and alleging 
that he had withdrawn the record in 
consequence of a material witness be- 
ing ill, without whose evidence the 
plainti£& could not safely proceed to 
trial ; although the affidavit did not 
state that the deponent was the at- 
torney in the cause, or had the 
management of it, or shew that it was 
probable that if the time were enlaiged 
the witness would be able to attend. 
Eastern Union Railway Company v« 
SymondSf 209 

2. A peremptory undertaking given 
under a Judge's order is the same as 
if given under a rule of Court, and if 
the plaintiff fails to comply with it, 
the rule for judgment as in case of a 
nonsuit is a rule absolute in the first 
instance. Rowlinson v. Oibbs, 320 

PETTY BAG OFFICE OF THE 
COURT OF CHANCERY. 

See Pbohibition, 1. 

PLAINTIFFS ATTORNEY 
(AUTHORITY OF). 

See Sbxbiff (Retubn of). 

PLAINTIFFS ATTORNEY 
(LIEN OF). 

See DiscHABQE out of Custody. 



PLAINTIFF (DEATH OF). 
See DiscHABQE out of Custody. 

PLAINTIFF (USING NAME OF 
WITHOUT AUTHORITY). 

See Stay of Pbocksdings. 

PLEA. 

See Attorney, 2. 

Attobney (Bill of Costs 

of), 3. 
Costs, 4. 

County Court, 2. 
Infancy. 
Judgbcent fob want of a 

Plea. 
NoN Obstante Vbbedicto 

(Judgment). 
Set-Off. 
Tbesfass fob Falsv Imfrison- 

KEinr. 

1. The declaration stated, that in 
consideration that the plahitiff would 
enter the defendant's employ, iA^e de- 
fendant promised to retain and employ 
him therein for a year. Ayerment, that 
the plaintiff entered, and hath always 
been ready and willingy and then 
offered to remain in, the defendant's 
employ. 

Plea, that the plaintiff did not 
offer to nsmain in, the disfendant's 
employ. 

Heldf on special demurrer, that 
the plea was bad, as raising animma- 
terifd issue ; the gist of the aTerment 
being the readiness and not tihe offer 
to continue in the defendant's ser- 
vice. ffaUis V. FTarreny 58 

2. To debt on a bond, the condi- 
tion of which was the payment of 
interest at certain periods, and the 
principal on six months' preyioas 
notice, the defendant pleaded that no 
notice for the repayment of the prin- 
cipal had been gpTen, and that at the 
commencement of Uie action there 
was due upon the bond for interest, a 



PLEA. 



PLEA (ISSUABLE). 371 



certain sum ; that at the commence- 
ment of the suit plaintiff was and still 
is indebted to defendant for, &c., 
(set-off as to that sum). 

Held a good plea, on motion for 
judgment non obstante veredicto. 
Lee V. Lester f 137 

3. To an action on the case for 
negligence in fixing an apparatus for 
roasting coffee, so that the same ex- 
ploded ; the defendants pleaded that 
the explosion took place in conse- 
quence of the apparatus being used 
whilst the brick- work was in a damp 
state, and that they had given notice 
and warning to the plaintiff not to use 
the same until a sufficient time had 
elapsed for the drying thereof, and 
that by reason of the premises the ap- 
paratus upon and in the using of the 
same as aforesaid, exploded. Verifi- 
cation. Held bad on special de- 
murrer, as being an informal traverse 
of a part of the cause of action. 
Dakin, Administratrix, ^c, v. Brown 
and Another, 150 

4. In an action of slander for words 
not actionable per se, the plea of not 
guilty puts in issue the special damage 
alleged, as well as the uttering the 
words. Wilby v. Elston, 148 

5. To an action for calls, the de- 
fendant pleaded a plea puis darrein 
continuance, that the shares had been 
declared by the company to be for- 
feited. 

Heldf on special demurrer, that the 
plea was bad, as the right of action, 
and the power to forfeit shares on 
non-payment of calls conferred by the 
8 & 9 Vict c. 16, are not alternative, 
but cumulative remedies. The Great 
Northern Eailway Company v. Ken' 
nedy^ 197 

6. To a declaration in debt, de- 
fendant pleaded in bar generally, that 
after the accruing of the causes of 
action, the defendant, the plaintiff, 
and the other creditors of the defend- 
ant, executed a deed, granting the 
defendant a letter of license to carry 
on his trade for five years, and that if 



any of the creditors, parties thereto, 
should, during that period, molest or 
interfere with the defendant, contrary 
to the meaning of the deed, the de- 
fendant should be released from the 
debts due to the creditors contrave- 
ning the letter of license, and the 
deed might be pleaded in bar to such 
debts. The plea then, after averring 
the non -expiration of five years, and 
performance by defendant of his part 
of the contract, averred that plaintiff 
molested and interfered with defend- 
ant by instituting this suit against 
him, whereby defendant became re- 
leased. 

Held a good plea in substance. 

Whether the plea was bad on special 
demurrer, for being pleaded in bar 
generally, and not to the further 
maintenance of the action, qntere (a). 
Cfibbons v. Vouillon, 266 

(a) See Phillips v. Surridge, 1 L. 
M. & P. 458 (fifth point). 

PLEA (FALSE). 
See Costs, 4. 

PLEA, FALSE AND TRICKY 
(SETTING ASIDE.) 

Assumpsit by the indorsee of a bill 
of exchange against the acceptor. 

Plea, that the plaintiff was and 
still is indebted to the defendant in 
the sum of 157/. 10«. upon a judg- 
ment recovered in the Queen's Bench, 
as by the record, &c., more fully 
appears ; and in 160/. for goods sold, 
against which sums the defendant 
is willing to set-off the last mentioned 
damages. Verification. 

The Court, on an affidavit of the 
falsehood of the plea, which was not 
denied by any counter affidavit, set it 
aside. NuUv. Rush, 192 

PLEA (ISSUABLE). 

1. The declaration stated that one 
£. J. was indebted to the plaintiff, 
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and that the plaintiff had brought an 
action against her, and given notice of 
trial. It then stated, that the defend- 
ant, bring the attorney of E. J., and 
haring receired a picture from her to 
sell, and to pay out of the proceeds the 
40/. to the plaintiff, in satisfiu^tion of 
hb claim against her, — in considera- 
tion that the plaintiff would connter- 
nand the notice of trial, and receive 
40/. In iatisfiictiony — promised to use 
hit endeaToars to sell the picture, and 
to pay 40k oat of the proceeds to the 
plainti£ ATerment, that the plain- 
tiff did countermand notice of trial 
and stay the proceedings in the ac- 
tion. Breach, that the defendant did 
not use his best endeavours to sell 
the picture, nor did he pay the money. 
Plea, that after the making the alleged 
agreement, and after the alleged 
countermand of notice of trial, and 
whilst the action was still pending, 
the plaintiff further continued the 
proceedings in the action, and on, 
&c., gave a further notice of trial for 
the then next assises to be holden, 
at, &C. ; without this, that the plain- 
tiff stayed the proceedings in the said 
action, modo et formi. Held an 
issuable plea. Hudson v. Hadam^ 162 

2. A plea to the same declaration, 
that the plaintiff was not ready and 
willing to accept and receive the said 
sum of 40/. out of the purchase- 
money for the said picture, modo 
et formi, was held bad on special 
demurrer, as traversing an immaterial 
allegation. Idem. 166 

3. In an action by indorsee against 
acceptor of a bill of exchange, the de- 
fendant being under terms to plead 
issuably, pleaded that the bill was 
drawn by one M. for the accommo- 
dation of the defendant, and without 
consideration, and that it was indorsed 
by M. to the plaintiff without con- 
sideration or value given by the 
plaintiff for such indorsement to the 
defendant or to M., or to any other 
person whatever. 

The plaintiff having thereupon 



signed judgment, the Conit refused 
to set the judgment aside, the de- 
fendant not producing any afiidavit 
of merits. Hunter w. WiUon, 221 

PLEADING AFRESH. 
See Amkndmkkt. 

PLEADING (TIME OF). 

See Sbt-off. 
Waives, 2. 

PLURIES WRITS (INDORSE- 
MENTS ON). 

See LiMiTATiOHS (Statute of). 

POLICY OF INSURANCE. 

See DBcuoiATioir, 5. 
Vbmje (Chahqb of). 

PONE PER VADIOS (WHEN 
PROPER TO COMPEL AP- 
PEARANCE). 

See Replevin Bond (Action on). 

POSSESSION (CONTINUING). 
See Repucation, 1. 

POSTMASTER (INFORMA- 
TION FOR PENALTIES 
AGAINST). 

See Costs, 3. 

POSTPONEMENT OF TRIAL 
IN ORDER TO AMEND 
PLEADINGS. 

See Nonsuit (Judgment as in 
Case of a), 2. 

PRIMA FACIE CASE. 

See Costs (Suoosstion to Deprive 
Plaintiff of), 3. 



PROUIBITION. 
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PROCEEDINGS (STAY OF). 

See Replevin Bond (Action on). 
Stat of Peocbeoinos. 



PROCEDENDO. 
See FoBEiGN Attachbcent. 



PROCHEIN AMY (LIABLE FOR 

COSTS). 

See Attachment. 



"PROCEEDING" WITHIN 12 & 
13 VICT. c. i09, 8. 39. 

See Prohibition, 1. 



PROHIBITION. 

L The plaintifT sued for and re- 
covered from the defendant in a 
County Court certain arrears due on 
a paving rate, and a writ of prohibi- 
tion was subsequently obtained on 
an ex parte application at the Petty 
Bag Office of the Court of Chancery. 
The plaintiff had not caused the Dame 
and address of his attorney to be in- 
serted in the book kept for that pur- 
pose at the Petty Bag Office, pursuant 
to the 12 & 13 Vict. c. 109, s. 44. 

Heldj first, that a rule to set aside 
the above writ, was a " proceeding^' 
within the 12 & 13 Vict. c. 109, 
8. 39, which one of the superior 
Courts of common law at Westminster 
had therefore jurisdiction to hear and 
determine. 

Secondly, that the insertion uf the 
name and address of the attorney was 
not a condition precedent to the ob- 
taining such a rule. 

And thirdly, that a paying rate was 
not an incorporeal hereditament, and 
might be sued for in a County 
Court. Baddeley v. Deniwh 210 

2. Where in an action against an 
executor, judgment was given in the 



County Court for the plaintiff against 
the assets of the testator quando acci- 
derint, and the plaintiff afterwards 
issued against the defendant a sum- 
mons suggesting a devastavit, which 
did not state that the assets had been 
received since judgment, this Court 
refused a prohibition to restrain the 
Judge from hearing the summons. 
EUis V. fVatt, 299 

PROMISE TO MARRY WITHIN 
REASONABLE TIME. 

See Declabation, 2. 

PROMISSORY NOTE. 

See Judgment for want of a 
Plea. 
Stay of Peooeedinos. 

PROOF OF DEBT. 
See Bankrupt (Proof of Debt 

AGAINST). 

PUIS DARREIN CONTINU- 
ANCE. 

See Plea, 5. 

Where a defendant had omitted to 
plead, puis darrein continuance, his 
discharge under the Insolvent Acts 
(5 & 6 Vict. c. 1 16, and 7 & 8 Vict, 
c. 96), which would have been a 
valid defence to the action, reasonably 
supposing that the plaintiff would 
not go on with it; and the plaintiff 
afterwards proceeded with the action ; 
the Court allowed the defendant to 
plead such a plea without an affidavit 
that the matter thereof arose within 
eight days, pursuant to Reg. Oen. 
Hil. Term, 4 Wm. 4, II. r. 2, as it 
did not appear that the plaintiff 
would be prejudiced thereby. 

Such an application, however, can 
only be granted on payment of costs ; 
Maulcj J., disscntiente. Dynn v. 
Lojtus, 158 
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QUARTO DIE POST OF 
EXIGI FACIAS. 

See OCTLAWET, 1. 

QUASHING INQUISITION. 
See Ijiquuitioh (Ccmohee's). 

QUiB EST EADEM. 
See Trespass, 1. 

RAILWAY COMPANY. 

5«e Costs, 5. 

Djbclaration, 3. 

Infancy. 

Lands Clauses Consolidation 

Act (Peoceedings under). 
Plea, 6. 
Trespass, 4. 

READINESS AND WILLING- 
NESS (AVERMENT OF). 

See Plea, 1 . 

Plea (Issuable), -2. 

REASONABLE TIME (PROMISE 
TO MARRY WITHIN). 

See Declaration, 2. 

RECOGNIZANCE. 

See Bail (Liability of, for Costs 
ON Removal of Indictment). 

REFERENCE. 

See Arbitration. 

Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act (Proceedings under). 

RELEASE. 

See Audita Querela. 
Plea, 6. 

RELINQUISHMENT. 

See Bankrupt (Proof of Debt 
Against). 



RENT-CHARGE. 

See Tithe Commutation Act. 

REPLEVIN BOND (ACTION 

ON). 

The Court stayed proceedings in 
an action on a repleyin bond, where 
it appeared that the defendant had 
not been able to declare in the reple- 
vin suit, owing to the plaintiff's 
neglect to appear in that action. 

Whether, when a replerin suit is 
renooved by certiorari by the plaintiff 
into this Court, under the 9 & 10 
Vict. c. 95, 8. 121, the issuing a writ 
of pone per vadios is the proper step 
to compel the defendant's appearance 
to the action, quaere. Evans and 
Another v. Bowen and Others ^ 320 

REPLICATION. 

See Set-off. 
Teespass, 1. 

Trespass for False Imprison- 
ment. 

1 . To a plea of liberum tenemen- 
tum to an action of trespass quare 
domun) fregit, the plaintiff replieid an 
outstanding term granted by the de- 
fendant to D. R., and entry by D. 
R. ; but did not derive title from D. 
R. Heldj on special demurrer, that 
the replication was good, and was no 
departure ; for it did not aver an 
actual possession in D. R. at the 
time of the trespass complained of; 
and the averment of an entry by D. 
R., which was immaterial, did not 
necessarily involve the allegation of 
the possession continuing in him up 
to the time of the trespasses isom- 
plained of; and the Court would not 
put such a construction upon it, 
where it would render it contradictory 
to the previous pleading. Ryan v. 
Clarke^ 8 

2. Where a plea admits that the 
plaintiff at one time had a cause of 
action, but shews a dischai^ by sub- 
sequent matter, the replication of de 



RULE FOR PAYMENT, &c. 



SCIRE FACIAS. 
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injuria b improper. William Catte- 
rail, Administrator, S^c, v. Leei, 142 

REPRESENTATIVE CHA- 
RACTER. 

m 

See Declabation, 6. 

RESIDENCE OF PLAINTIFF 
AND DEFENDANT. 

See Costs (Suggestion to De- 

PEIVE PlAINTIFP op). 

RETAINER. 
See Attobnet, 1. 

RETURN DAY OF EXIGI 
FACIAS. 

See Outlawry, 1. 

RETURN OF NULLA BONA 
AND NON EST INVENTUS. 

See Outlawbt. 

RETURN OF WRIT "AFTER 
EXECUTION THEREOF." 

See Fieri Facias (Writ op). 

RETURN TO WRIT OF FIERI 
FACIAS. 

See Shebipp (Retubn op). 

RETURN OF WRIT OF TRIAL. 
See Writ op Tbial. 

REVENUE (INLAND, SOLICI- 
TOR OF). 

See Costs, 3. 

RULE FOR NEW TRIAL. 
See Costs, 2. 

RULE FOR PAYMENT OF 
MONEY (UNDER 1 & 2 VICT, 
c. 110, s. 18). 

See Arbitration. 



RULE TO PLEAD SEVERAL 
MATTERS. 

See Judgment pob want op a 
Plea. 
Waiveb, 2. 

RULE (UNDER II & 12 VICT, 
c. 44, s. 6). 

Where no cause is shewn against 
a rule under the 1 1 & 12 Vict. c. 44, 
8. 5, the Court will not make the 
rule absolute with costs, unless asked 
for by the rule. The Commissioners 
for Paving, ^c, the Town of Leaming- 
ton Priors v. George Moultrie, Esq., 
and Others, Justices, <^c., and Edward 
Turner Aoton, 311 

RULES ABSOLUTE IN THE 
FIRST ESSTANCE. 

See Inquisition (Coboneb's). 

Pebemptoby Undebtaking, 2. 

RULING OF JUDGE (EXCEP- 
TIONS). 

See Exceptions (Box op). 

SALARY (SOLICITOR PAID 

BY). 

See Costs, d. 

SATISFACTION OF DEBT. 
See YiRKi Facias (Weit op). 

SCIRE FACIAS. 

By the deed of settlement of a 
joint stock banking company, it was 
provided, that the execntor of a de- 
ceased shareholder should not be a 
member of the company in respect of 
such shares, but that he should be at 
liberty to sell the shares, or, at his 
option, to become a member, on 
complying with certain provisions 
therein contained ; and that if he did 
not elect to become a member, he 
should be entitled to all dividends 
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SET-OFF. 



SHEEP (DRIVING OVER> 



aceniing doe before his title as exe- 
cutor accrued, but to none subse- 
quently. 

The defendant, the executor of a 
deceased shareholder, received a divi- 
dend in respect of the testator's shares, 
but did not comply with the provi- 
sions for becoming a member. The 
shares were entered in the return to 
the Stamp Office as the property of 
the executor. 

Held, that he was not liable to be 
sued in scire facias as a member of 
the company. Ness v. Armstrong, 73 

SEALING BILL OF EXCEP- 
TIONS. 

See Exceptions (Bill of). 

SECRETARY OF COMPANY 
(ACTION BY). 

See DECLARATION, 1. 

SERVANT (INJURY BY). 
See Tbbsfass, 2, 4. 

SERVICE OF COPY OF AWARD. 
See Arbitration, 2. 

SERVICE OF WRIT OF SUM- 
MONS. 

See Affidavit. 

Distringas to Compel Ap- 
pearance. 

SET-OFF. 

See Plea, 2. 

Plea, False and Tricky 
(Setting Aside). 

To a plea of set-off, the plaintiff 
replied payment after plea pleaded. 
Held, on demurrer, that the replica- 
tion was good, as it was necessary 
that the debt sought to be set-off 
should be in existence, not only at 
the time of pleading, but also at the 
time of the trial. E^ton and Another 
V. LittUdale and Another^ 55 



SETTING ASIDE APPEAR- 
ANCE. 
See Affidavit. 

SETTING ASIDE JUDGE'S OR- 
DER TO HOLD TO BAIL. 

See Asbest, (Judge's Obder to 
UNDER 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110). 

SETTING ASIDE PLEAS. 

See Plea, False and Tricky 
(Setting Aside). 

SEVERAL COUNTS IN "APPA- 
RENT* VIOLATION OF REG. 
GEN. HIL. TERM, 4 WM. 4, 
II. R. 5. 

The Court refused to rescind a 
Judge's order to strike out one of two 
counts for apparent violation of Reg. 
Gen., Hil. Term, 4 Wm. 4, II. r. 5, 
the one count being for not delivering 
a certain quantity of sal enixon, pur- 
suant to contract ; and the other for 
" a further breach of the said agree- 
ment of the defendants as aforesaid,*' 
that although defendants in part per- 
formance of the contract, delivered a 
part of the whole quantity, yet they 
deceived the plaint^ in this, that the 
part so delivered was not sal enixon, 
but another article of inferior quality ; 
alleging, as special damage, that a 
third party to whom the plaintiff sold 
it, returned it back. Ramsden v. 
Gray and Others, 154 

SEVERAL DEFENDANTS. 
See Attorney, 1. 

SEVERAL MATTERS (RULE 
TO PLEAD). 

See Judgment for Want of a 

Plea. 

SHAREHOLDER. 

See Declaration, 1, 3. 
Infancy. 
Plea, 5. 
Scire Facias. 

SHEEP (DRIVING OVER). 
See Trespass, 4. 



STATUTES, CONSTRUCTION OF. 
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SHERIFF. 

See Undebsheriff (Action fob 
Penalties Against). 

SHERIFF (RETURN OF). 

To a writ of fi. £si., the sheriff re- 
turned that he received from E. L. L., 
the attorney of the plaintiff in the said 
writ namedf an order to withdraw from 
possession ; and that he thereupon 
withdrew. Held good. Levy v. Ab^ 
bolt, 185 

SIGNED BILL. 

See Attorney (Bill of Costs 

of). 

SITTINGS AFTER TERM. 

See Nonsuit (Judgment as in 
Case of), 1. 

SLANDER. 

See Plea, 4. 

The words " you are living by im- 
posture," are not actionable per se. 
miby V. EUton, 1 43 

SOLICITOR OF INLAND RE- 
VENUE. 

See CosTSy 3. 

SPECIAL DAMAGE. 
See Plea, 4. 

SX«ANDEB. 

SPECIAL TRAVERSE. 
See Plea (Issuable), 1. 

STAMP DUTY (PAYABLE ON 
ADMISSION OF ATTORNEY). 

See Attorney (Admission of). 

STATUTES, (CONSTRUCTION 

OF), 

43 GEO. 3, c. 46, s. 3. 

See Arrest for Greater Amount 
tuan Sum Recovered (43 Geo. 
3, c. 46, 8. 3). 



STATUTES, (CONSTRUCTION 

OF), 

11 GEO. 4 AND 1 WM. 4, 0. 70, 

s. 17. 

See Attorney (Admission of). 

1 WM. 4, c. 7, 8. 7. 
See Nil Dicit (Judgment bt). 

2&3WM. 4, c. 120, s. 101. 
See Costs, 3. 

3 & 4 WM. 4, c. 67, 8. 2. 
c. 99, 8. 7. 

See Fieri Facias (Writ of). 

6 & 7 WM. 4, c. 71, 8. 46. 
See Feigned Issue. 

6 & 7 WM. 4, c. 71, s. 82. 
See Tithe Commutation Act, 1. 

1 &2 VICT. c. 110. 
See Foreign Attachment. 

4 & 5 VICT. c. xcui.. 
Private. 

See Declaration, 1. 

6 & 7 VICT. c. 73, s. 37. 

See Attorney (Bill of Costs 

of). 

8 & 9 VICT. c. 18, s. 62. 
See Costs, 5. 

8 & 9 VICT. c. 18, 88. 68 and 

134. 

See Lands Clauses Consolida- 
tion Act (Proceedings 
under). 

9 & 10 VICT. c. 95, 8. 1 18. 
See County Court, 1. 
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TIME OF PLEADING. 






STATUTES, (CONSTRUCTION 

OF), 

lO&U VICT. c. 71, 8. 40.J 

See Costs (Suggestion to Defbive 
Plaihtiff of), 2. 

STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 
Ste Ldcitatioiib (Statute of). 

STAY OF PROCEEDINGS. 

See Replevin Bond (Action on). 

The payee of a promissory note, 
having paid the amount to indorsees 
on the default of the defendant the 
maker, brought an action against the 
latter in the name of the indorsees 
without their authority, and recovered 
a verdict for the amount of the note 
which the defendant paid, but not the 
costs ; this Court, on the application 
of the defendant, made absolute a 
rule to stay proceedings without costs 
on either side. Collman and Another 
V. Biedman, 121 

STRIKE OUT COUNTS (ORDER 

TO). 

See Several Counts in ''Affa- 
BBNT^ Violation of Reg. 
Gen., Hil. Tebm, 4 Wm. 4, 
II. B. 6. 
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SUCH INQUIRY" (COSTS 
OF). 

See Costs, 6. 



SUGGESTION ON RECORD. 

See Bankbuft (Pboof of Debt 
against). 

SUGGESTION TO DEPRIVE 
PLAINTIFF OF COSTS. 

See Costs (Suggestion to Defbjve 
Plaintiff of). 



" SUM RFXIOVERED.** 

See Abbbst fob obeatbb Amount 
than Sum Bjbcovbbbd (43 
Geo. 3, c. 46, s. 3). 

SUMMONS (COMMITMENT 
WITHOUT PREVIOUS). 

See Tbesfass fob False Imfbison- 

ment. 

SUMMONS (WRIT OF). 
See Limitations (Statute of). 

SURPLUSAGE. 
See Declabation, 4, 6. 

SUSPENSION OF CAUSE OF 
ACTION. 

See Plea, 6. 
Set-off. 

TAXATION. 

See Attobnet (Bill of Costs of). 
Tithe Commutation Act, 2. 

TERM (WRIT OF EXIGI 
FACIAS, RETURNABLE 
IN). 

See OUTLAWBT, 1. 

TERM (SITTINGS AFTER). 
See Nonsuit (Judgmbnt as in Case 

OF A), 1. 

TESTATOR. 
See Pbohibition, 2. 

TESTE OF ALLOCATUR 
EXIGENT. 

See OUTLAWBT, 1. 

TIME OF PLEADING. 

See Set-off. 
Waivbb, 2. 



TRAVERSE (SPECIAL). 

TIME, WITHIN WHICH SUG- 
GESTION MUST BE AP- 
PLIED FOR. 

See Costs (Suggestion to Deprive 
Plaintiff of), 4. 

TITHE COMMUTATION ACT. 

1. By the Tithe Commutation Act 
(6 & 7 Wm. 4, c. 71, s. 82), it is 
provided, that in a case a rent-charge 
shall be in arrear and unpaid for the 
space of forty days next after any half- 
yearly day of payment, and there 
shall be no sufficient distress on the 
premises liable to the payment thereof, 
it shall be lawful for any of the 
Judges, upon affidavit of the facts, to 
order a writ to be issued directed to 
the sheriff of the county, requiring 
him to summon a jury to assess the 
arrears of rent-charge remaining un- 
paid. 

Heidi {Parke, B., dissentiente), that 
upon production of a sufficient affi- 
davit of the facts, a Judge may 
grant such order ex parte, and that 
no previous summons or notice to the 
parties is necessary. In re The Ham' 
mersmith Rent-Charge, 41 

2. The 6 & 7 Wm. 4, c. 71, s. 83, 
which empowers the owner of a tithe 
rent-charge to distrain for arrears, 
and " otherwise to act and demean 
himself in relation thereto as any 
landlord may for arrears of rent," 
does not entitle him to the full costs 
now substituted for the double costs 
given by the 11 Geo. 2, c. 19, in 
replevin. Newnham v. Bever and 
Another, 253 

TRAVERSE (ARGUMENTA- 
TIVE). 



TRESPASS. 



879 



See NoN Obstante 

(JUDOMfiNT). 

Teesfass, 1. 



Veredicto 



TRAVERSE (SPECIAL). 
See Plea (Issuable), 1. 



TRAVERSE OF PART OF 
CAUSE OF ACTION 

See Plea, 3. 

TRESPASS. 

See County Couet, 1 . 
Replication, 1. 

1. To a declaration in trespass for 
breaking, &c. a shop, rooms, and 
apartments of the plaintiff, the de- 
fendant pleaded that he vvas sheriff, 
and as sheriff had a writ of fi. fa. 
against one H., and that by leave of 
the plaintiff, the outer door being 
open, he " entered the same shop in 
the declaration mentioned, (the same 
shop, rooms, and apartments in the 
declaration mentioned being one and 
the same shop, and not different rooms 
and apartments)," to inquire, &c. 
The plaintiff replied de injuriA, and 
new assigned that the defendant broke, 
&c., "two other rooms and apart- 
ments, to wit, a room caHed," &e., 
" being other rooms in the declara- 
tion mentioned, besides, and different 
from, and other than, the said shop 
in the plea mentioned." The de- 
fendant having demurred specially on 
the ground, amongst others, that the 
new assignment was a departure from 
the declaration, and that it was an 
argumentative traverse of the allega- 
tion in the plea that the shop, rooms, 
and apartments mentioned in the de- 
claration, were one and the same 
shop ; the Court, npon motion, set 
the demurrer aside as frivolous. Har" 
vey V. Lankester, 32 

2. Where a servant in the ordinary 
performance of his master's duty, but 
without his knowledge, uses the pro- 
perty of another, and injures it, tres- 
pass is not the proper remedy against 
the master. Gordon v. RoU, 87 

3. A constable who takes a person 
into custody improperly, but with the 
bon4 fide intention of doing his duty, 
is entitled to the protection given by 
the 24 Geo. 2, c. 44, s. 8 ; and it is 
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TRESPASS FOR FALSE IMPRISONMENT. 



not a question for the jury whether 
he reasonably believed that he was 
doing his duty. 

A., who seeing an officer taking the 
wrong individual into custody, points 
out to him, B., whom he believes to 
be the red offender, is not liable in 
an action of trespass, provided he 
does not direct the constable to make 
the anest. Oosden v. Elfick and 
Bennett 194 

4. Trespass will not lie against a 
raUway company for the act of their 
servant, who, whilst in the perform- 
ance of his duty in driving a locomo- 
tive engine, runs over the plaintiff's 
sheep upon the railway. 

If the plaintiff had a right to have 
his sheep there, or if they were not 
wrongfully there, and the injury was 
occasioned by the want of skill or 
care on the part of the company's 
servant, or in consequence of their 
order to drive at a certain speed, an 
action on the case, and not trespass, 
is the proper remedy. Sharrod v. 
The London and North Western Rail- 
Ufa^ Company^ 213 

TRESPASS FOR FALSE IM- 
PRISONMENT. 

Trespass for false imprisonment. 
Plea, that W. T. had recovered judg- 
ment against the plaintiff in an 
inferior Court of record ; that subse- 
quently the Judge, after hearing the 
parties, made an order under the 
8 & 9 Vict. c. 127» for the payment 
of the debt ; that the plaintiff made 
default in payment; that afterwards 
it was proved before the said Court 
that the plaintiff had notice of the 
order, and had been served with a 
copy and shewn the original, and that 
the amount had been demanded of 
him : that thereupon the Judge " duly, 
and according to the form of the sta- 
tute" ordered the defendant to be 
imprisoned for forty days, &c. It 
then stated that the Judge, at the 
request of the defendant, then being 
the attorney of and for the said W. T., 
and as such attorney duly and ac- 



cording to the form of the statute, &c. , 
made a warrant in writing, ftc, di- 
rected to the seijeant-at-mace, and to 
the keeper of the Debtors' Prison, &c. 
The warrant was set out, which, after 
reciting the judgment, summons, and 
order to pay by instalments, (but not 
stating any summons previous to the 
order of commitment), authorized the 
imprisonment of the plaintiff for forty 
days. The plea then went on to 
state that the defendant, as such at- 
torney, &c., delivered the warrant to 
the Serjeant -at-mace, and that the 
serjeant-at-mace, at the request of the 
defendant, so being such attorney, &c., 
arrested the plaintiff, and conveyed 
him to prison, &c., justifying the 
trespasses complained of. Replica- 
tion, traversing that it was ordered 
that the plaintiff should be committed 
modo et formft ; on which issue was 
joined. 

At the trial, the only evidence 
which the defendant produced in sup- 
port of his plea, was a warrant in the 
terms of the plea, but which was 
invalid on the face of it, for not stating 
any previous summons to the plaintiff 
to shew cause why he should not be 
committed. The Judge, however, 
directed the jury to find for the de- 
fendant on the issue as taken. 

Held, on motion for judgment non 
obstante veredicto, or for a new trial, 
that the plea must be taken after ver- 
dict to allege a valid order of commit- 
ment, notwithstanding it did not state 
any previous summons to the plaintiff 
to shew cause why he should not be 
committed ; and as no valid order of 
commitment was proved, that there 
was a misdirection on the part of the 
Judge, and that there must, conse- 
quently, be a new trial. 

Held also, that although an attor- 
ney who does no more than set a 
Court of competent jurisdiction in 
motion on behalf of his client is no 
trespasser, notwithstanding that the 
Court on his motion does an act of 
trespass by its ofRcer : yet where, by 
a special plea like the one in question , 



UNDKRSHERIFF, &c. 



WALES. &c. 
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he attempts to justify his concurrence 
in the act complained of, he can only 
make out his justification by shewing 
a legal authority under which he 
acted. Kinning v. Buchanan^ 169 

TRIAL (WRIT OF). 

See Costs (Sugqestion to Deprive 
Plaintiff of), 4. 
Wbit of Trial. 

TRICKY PLEA. 

See Plea, False and Tricky (Set- 
ting Aside). 

UMPIRE. 

See Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act (Proceedings under). 

UNCERTAINTY. 

See Name (Christian). 

UNDERSHERIFF (ACTION FOR 
PENALTIES AGAINST). 

A declaration in an action for pe- 
nalties under the 6 Geo. 4, c. 50, 
s. 46, for the improper insertion of 
names in a jury list, described the 
defendant as *' the acting undersheriff*^ 
The evidence given at the trial was, 
that one T. H. had been appointed 
undersherifF, but that the defendant 
acted in that capacity in the county 
so far as returning the records, sign- 
ing the returns to jury processes, &c. 
It also appeared Uiat he had, at the 
request of the representative of the 
former sheriff, signed his name with 
the addition of *' undersheriff " to 
writs which were delivered to him ; 
at the same time stating that not he, 
but Mr. T., was the undersheriff. 
And on another occasion had des- 
cribed himself in an affidavit as the 
" acting undersheriff." 

Held, that upon this evidence the 
defendant could not be considered an 
** undersheriff,'* so as to make him 
liable for the penalties imposed by 



the 6 Geo. 4, c. 50, s. 46. WittiamB^ 
qui tarn v. Thomas, 177 

UNDERTAKING (PEREMP- 
TORY). 

See Nonsuit (Judobcent as in Case 
OF a), 2. 
Pereicptort Undertaking. 

" USUAL TERMS*' (AMENDING 

UPON). 

See Amendment. 

VACATION (SITTINGS IN). 

See Nonsuit (JuDosfENT as in Case 
OF a), 1. 

VENUE (CHANGE OF). 

The venue cannot be changed in 
an action on a marine policy of insu- 
rance on goods alleging a foreign loss 
by perils of the sea, on the common 
affidavit Butler ▼. Fox, 112 

VERDICT BY CONSENT. 

See Costs (Certificate under 
43 Eliz. c. 6). 

VERDICT (MOTION TO RE- 
DUCE AMOUNT OF). 

See Costs, 2. 

VOWEL. 

See Name, (Christian). 

WAIVER. 

1. A party who has accepted costs 
under a Judge's order, cannot subse- 
quently question its validity. Tink' 
let ▼. HUder, 61 

2. Obtaining from the plaintiff time 
to plead is a waiver of an irregularity 
in the rule to plead. Carpenter and 
Another v. Hall, 148 

WALES (ADMISSION OF 
WELSH ATTORNEY). 

See Attorney (Admission of). 



582 WRIT OF DISTRINGAS. 



WRITS, Ac. 



WARRANT OF COMMITMENT. 
See Trkspam Fom Fai^sx Ixfbuok- 



WITHDRAWAL FROM POS- 
8E88ION. 

See Shebiff (Rctukh or). 

WITHDRAWAL OF RECORD. 
See Pkbxmptokt UsDSRTAKniGy 1. 

WITNESS (ABSENCE OF). 

See PCBXICFTOBT UHDERTAXIHGy 1. 

WORDS (ACTIONABLE). 

See Plka, 4. 
Slahdeb. 

WRIT OF ALLOCATUR 
EXIGENT. 

See OUTLAWKT. 

WRIT OF AUDITA QUERELA. 
See Audita Qjoxkeul. 

WRIT OF DISTRINGAa 
See D18TB1110A8 TO CoMFSL Ap- 

PKABAKCB. 
OVTLAWRTy 2. 



WRIT OF ERROR. 

See EsBom (Wkit or). 

NoH Obstabtb Yixkdicto, 
(Jcdgmzst). 



WRIT OF FIERI FACIAS. 
See YusMi Facias (Writ or). 

WRIT OF SUMMONS (SERVICE 

OF). 

See Affidavit. 

WRIT OF TRIAL. 

See Costs (Sugoestioh to Defbite 
Plaihtiff of), 4. 

In an action of oontzact against 
two defendants, a snooetsfbl defendant 
is entitled to have the writ of trial de- 
liTered np to him, in order to make 
the proper entry thereon ; although 
the other defendant has suffered judg- 
ment by default, and damages have 
been improperly assessed against him» 
undor the same writ of triaL Parker 
▼. Clarke and Bateomhe^ 1 

WRITS (CONTINUING). 
See Ldotatiobs (Statute of). 

WRITS (INDORSEMENTS ON). 
See Limitations (Statute of). 



END OP VOL. yii. 



tOlVDOM: 
RATNRR AWD BODGRS, rRIimiRS, 

J09. FMter Lane, Fleet Street. 



ERRATA. 

Page 58, mtrginal note, line 4, ybr *< the plaintiff,*' rtad •* that the plamtiff.' 
221, marginal note, Ime 2, /w ** indoner,** read " indorsee. '* 
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